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ABSTRACT 
Corporate culture is a collectively internalized deeply embedded set of beliefs, 
expectations and assumptions that influence and guide thinking and behavior among an 
organization's members. A corporation's culture, because of its pervasive influence, can 
destroy or promote it's ability to compete and succeed. 
This study investigated the relationship between culture corporate and financial 
performance. Specifically, the study compared culture data from a cross section of 
organizations with past financial performance. Previous work examined the relationship 
between culture, measured at a point in time, and future performance. This work took a 
different perspective comparing culture data with financial performance the year an 
organization assessed its culture and five years prior. The intent of the study was to 
determine if past financial performance suggested future culture ratings. 
Culture data were collected via the Organizational Culture Inventory (OCX) which 
measures three types of cultural norms: Constructive, Passive/Defensive, and 
Aggressive/Defensive. Four financial performance measures. Market Value Added, 
Economic Value Added, Cost of Capital and Return on Capital, were gathered from the Stem 
Stewart Performance 1000 Index. In total 33 firms comprised the population categorized in 
three industry types: Manufacturing, Service, Telecommunications/Computer. 
The study revealed a negative significant correlation between organizations with 
Passive/Defensive culture tyjjes and their Market Value Added ratings across each of the six 
years examined. Another significant financial outcome was a negative correlation between 
Cost of Capital and the Constructive culture style the year the CXZ!I was administered. 
xi 
There were significant sector, or industry type, differences between 
Telecommunications/Computer and Manufacturing firms. Based on the results there are 
differences among the firms on three of the four measures: Economic Value Added, Retum 
on Capita] and Cost of Capital. The results indicate that in some years 
Telecommunications/Computer firms' costs may have been higher, but overall their gains 
were greater than Manufacturing firms. 
These results suggest that an organization's past performance and its industry type may 
provide insight into its culture, but further investigation is warranted. Study implications and 
future directions are also discussed. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
To be a winning company today requires delivering a high quality, distinctive product 
or service, at a reasonable price, using advanced technologies and systems. Creating and 
sustaining those elements of success requires an organization to have a clear vision 
communicated from the top; adaptive and continuously improving processes; methods for 
capturing and transferring learning; and talented staff (Tichy, 1997; Gaucher & Coffey, 
1993). Researchers have explored many facets of organizations to identify the ingredients 
that contribute to long-term organizational success and growth. Several recent studies (Kotter 
& Heskett, 1992; Collins & Porras, 1994; Denison, 1997) offer evidence of the connection 
between an organization's environment or culture and its financial performance. Their 
findings suggest that the environment an organization creates and fosters - that is, its pace, 
structure, and values - create an identity that is referred to as corporate culture; and a 
corporation's culture can destroy or promote its ability to compete and succeed. 
The organizational world is a wash with talk of corporate culture - and for good 
reason. Culture has become a powerful way to hold a company together against a 
tidal wave of pressures from disintegration, such as decentralization, de-layering, and 
downsizing (Coffee & Jones, 1996, p. 133). 
To lay the foundation for understanding the topic of culture, its origins and definitions 
will be explored along with a brief overview of the relationship of culture and performance. 
Defining Corporate Culture 
Edgar Schein, a pioneer in the field of organizational development and culture, 
defines corporate culture as: 
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A pattern of basic assumptions that the group learned as it solved its problems of 
external adaptation and internal integration, that has worked well enough to be 
considered valid and, therefore, to be taught to new members as the correct way to 
perceive, think and feel in relation to those problems. (1992, p. 12) 
According to Becker (1982) and Smircich (1983) an organization's culture is deeply 
rooted and imbedded in the actions of its members. They suggest organizational culture is a 
widely held set of beliefs and understandings held by a group's members that are taken for 
granted and necessary for coordination and action. 
Hall and Hall (1990) suggest that culture is a communication activity, through words 
we create and send messages about what is valued, appropriate and accepted in an 
organization. Gregory (1983) defines corporate culture as the social side of corporate life. "A 
culture is conceptualized as a system of meanings that accompany the myriad of behaviors 
and practices recognized as a distinct way of life" (p. 359). Hawk (1995) refers to culture as 
"the way in which people work and how they're organized, how and by whom decisions are 
made, and how constructive levels of trust and respect are developed" (p. 30). 
According to Sentel (1998) an organization's culture is active and dynamic. "To 
understand an organization's culture, it must be seen as constantly evolving - it is becoming, 
not being. There is no final resting place where it becomes static - ever, not even for a 
moment" (p. 63). 
Culture gives organizational members a common frame of reference and language 
and sets the style, pace, and approach for managing work, coping with change and 
developing and sustaining relations, which ultimately affect organizational results and 
success. "Culture is pervasive and central to an organization's design" (Cummings & 
Feyerherm, 1995, p. 208-209). 
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Culture and Performance 
Denison (1997) proposes that culture or climate are contributors or "causes" of 
organizational effectiveness and financial performance are the "effects". Schneider, Brief & 
Guzzo (1996) describe the difference between climate and culture this way: "Climate and 
culture are interconnected. Employees' values and beliefs (part of culture) influence their 
interpretations of organizational policies, practices, and procedures (climate)" (p. 9). 
Denison's provocative research sought to examine the relationship, over time, 
between culture and financial performance by comparing behavioral data to financial 
measures across a variety of companies. The financial measures he used were Return on 
Sales and Return on Investment compared with behavioral data collected from two highly 
similar questionnaires, the Survey of Organizations (SOO) and Organizational Survey Profile 
(OSP). 'The results provide compelling evidence that it is quite possible to use cultural and 
behavioral measures to predict the performance and effectiveness of an organization over 
time" (p. 83). 
Kotter and Heskett (1992) studied the relationship between culture and economic 
success and concluded that culture does have a bottom-line impact. Of the organizations they 
studied, which included ConAgra, PepsiCo, Wal-Mart and ICI, those that had a supportive 
culture and strong leadership out-performed those with a non-supportive culture in the areas 
of revenues, work force expansion, stock prices and net income. The organizations that 
focused on three key constituencies, employees, customers and stockholders, increased their 
revenues by an average of 682 percent while companies that did not have that focus 
increased revenue by 166 percent. Their findings in general contend that culture has a 
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significant impact on an organization's long-term performance, and that cultures can be made 
more performance enhancing (p. 11-12). 
Collins and Porras (1994) examined the history of 36 companies, 18 of the companies 
were labeled visionary and 18 were labeled comparison companies because they were in the 
same industry or business as the visionary companies. The visionary companies in the study 
Included, 3M, Sony, General Electric, Johnson & Johnson, Walt Disney, and Hewlett-
Packard; the comparison companies included, Texas Instruments, McDonnell Douglas, 
Howard Johnson, Zenith, Colgate and Columbia. Visionary companies are defined as 
"premier institutions - the crown jewels - in their industries, widely admired by their peers 
and having a long track record of making a significant impact on the world around them" (p. 
1).  
Collins and Porras systematically studied each company's history, financial 
performance, products, and impact on the world to identify the underlying commonalties 
among visionary companies. Their findings indicated that visionary companies significantly 
out-performed comparison companies and generated impressive long term financial returns. 
Rationale for the Study 
Typical approaches to studying corporate culture fall into the qualitative genre 
focusing on understanding values, assumptions, socialization processes, and meaning 
systems as interpreted through artifacts, archives, interviews and observations (Denison, 
1996). While qualitative research provides rich ethnographic perspectives it does not allow 
for the comparison of one culture to another across a variety of variables or the comparison 
5 
of culture and organizational results. Without the connection to business results it is difficult 
to expand our knowledge of the implications of culture. 
Of the quantitative studies comparing culture and performance that exist, most do not 
capture the "natives' point of view" or participant's interpretation of culture. Rather culture 
ratings come from outside the organization from industry experts or other CEO's. Utilizing 
cultural labels and types as described by the participants of the culture seems an appropriate 
way to understand the reality of an organization's environment. 
Studying organizational processes and using the responses and judgments of 
individual members of the organization as indicators of those processes and 
conditions, can be a useful way to understand and predict future performance and 
effectiveness. Very little research of this type appears in the academic literature on 
climate or culture or in popular writing on the topic. (Denison, 1997, p. 77) 
Statement of the Problem 
There is a need to compliment the qualitative research on culture with quantitative 
analyses that allow for comparisons of cultures across industries over time. Comparing 
culture or behavioral data, and performance, will provide much needed information about 
industry types, cultural styles, and the connection between corporate culture and business 
performance. It will also contribute to our understanding of the long time assumptions and 
anecdotes about the effects of strong and weak cultures. A strong culture is defined as a 
culture that can be identified easily by outsiders, it is distinctive, pervasive, values driven, 
and secures results. A weak culture is one that is disjointed; where values are not clearly 
articulated, and there is little or fragmented alignment between goals and every day work. 
(Kotter & Heskett, 1992). 
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Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to better examine the relationship between culture type 
and performance over time. Specifically, the study examined corporate culture types among a 
cross section of organizations and compared culture data with past financial performance. It 
is recognized that there are many factors that influence an organization's performance, such 
as environmental, social and political trends, as well as internal factors such as changes in 
leadership, products and services. The intent of the study was to determine if past financial 
performance suggested or revealed future culture ratings. The Organizational Culture 
Inventory (OCI) provided culture data, and the Stem Stewart Performance 1000 Index 
provided financial data. 
Research Questions 
1. What type of organization (industry type) would administer the CXZI? 
2. Are there some common trends or patterns in the data among the organizations that take 
the OCI? 
3. Is there a difference in financial performance the year an organization takes the OCI? 
4. Is there a difference in past financial performance among organizations who take the 
OCI and those who do not? 
5. Does financial performance contribute to our understanding of culture? 
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Procedure of the Study 
This study extends Denison's work correlating corporate culture and financial 
performance over time. Denison used data from 34 companies whose members had taken one 
of several versions of the Survey of Organizations (SOO) and compared those results with 
financial data taken from COMPUSTAT Standard and Poor's statistical service. The SOO 
data were accessed from archives at University of Michigan's Institute for Social Research. 
Denison was one of the first to systematically establish criteria for the examination of 
culture, however, his work was influenced by instrumentation problems. Specifically, the 
primary index he used, the SOO, changed five times from 1966 - 1980 creating a host of 
methodological problems in comparing data. The content varied somewhat between versions 
and the index structures changed several times, but the basic core items and their derivative 
indexes are common to all five forms. "Creating organization-level behavioral measures for 
each firm was a complex issue. The data came from multiple questionnaires with different 
formats, index structures, and context" (Denison, p. 45). 
In addition to the challenges of the changing survey, the content of the survey itself 
is focused more heavily on indicators of organizational climate rather than culture. The five 
primary indexes within the SOO are: organizational climate, job design, supervisory 
leadership, peer leadership, and three outcome variables labeled group functioning, 
satisfaction, and goal integration. "These measures are a complete set of the indexes that 
could be constructed from the survey data base. No attempt has been made, at this point, to 
distinguish which measures might be considered 'cultural' and which should not" (p. 45). 
The present study extends Denison's in four meaningful ways: 
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1. Culture is assessed using one consistent instrument focused solely on culture. The 
instrument used was the Organizational Culture Inventory. Denison's instruments 
were not solely measuring culture. "Better measures of culture, spanning the 
range of assumptions to artifacts, would enormously improve the quality of this 
research" (p 69 - 70). 
2. Broader ranges of organizational performance indicators are examined to measure 
organizational wealth and market value. 
3. A company's financial performance five years prior to the administration of the 
OCI is being examined to determine if performance in the recent past provides 
insights into culture ratings. 
4. A time-based series design was employed. 
The OCI provides a point-in-time view of an organization's culture in terms of 12 
specific types of behavioral norms which are organized into three general clusters. 
Constructive, Passive/Defensive, and Aggressive/Defensive. Those clusters are further 
explained in Chapter 2. Human Synergistics Inc., the company who administers and 
calculates the OCI, made OCI data available to the researcher from a cross section of 
organizations. To maintain anonymity organizations were coded into one of three industry 
types: Manufacturing, Service or Telecommunications/Computer. 
Financial data were accessed from the Stem Stewan Performance 1000 Index 
database which details financial outcomes for publicly held companies. Stem Stewart & 
Company provided the database. There were four financial indicators examined in this study: 
Economic Value Added (EVA), Market Value Added (MVA), Cost of Capital, and Return on 
Capital. The Performance 1000 Index was utilized because it provides a variety of 
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performance measures that address both market value ratings and organization specific 
measures of wealth. 
Research Hypotheses 
Each hypothesis was examined at six points in time, the year the organization 
administered the Organizational Culture Inventory (CXII). and every year for five years 
before the administration. The OCI is used as the measure of culture, it measures three 
culture types. Constructive, Passive/Defensive, and Aggressive/Defensive. The first set of 
hypotheses focuses on financial performance and OCI rating. 
Hypothesis la: There is no significant relationship between the financial performance 
measure of Market Value Added and culture style. 
Hypothesis lb: There is no significant relationship between the financial performance 
measure of Economic Value Added and culture style. 
Hypothesis Ic: There is no significant relationship between the financial performance 
measure of Cost of Capital and culture style. 
Hypothesis Id: There is no significant relationship between the financial performance 
measure of Return on Capital and culture style. 
The second set of hypotheses focus on the difference in financial p)erformance across 
organizations in the study. Each hypothesis was examined at six points in time, the year the 
organization administered the OCI, and every year for five years before the administration. 
Because of the small sample size organizations were categorized into one of three industry 
codes: Manufacturing, Service, or Telecommunications/Computer. The purpose of these 
hypotheses is to determine if there are notable differences across organizations in particular 
industry types or sectors that had taken the OCI. 
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Hypothesis 2a: There is no significant difference in financial performance measured by 
Market Value Added across industry types. 
Hypothesis 2b: There is no significant difference in financial performance measured by 
Economic Value Added across industry types. 
Hypothesis 2c: There is no significant difference in financial performance measured by 
Cost of Capital across industry types. 
Hypothesis 2d: There is no significant difference in financial performance measured by 
Return on Capital across industry types. 
The third sets of hypotheses seek to determine if there is an effect related 
to the year an organization administered the Organizational Culture Inventory (OCI). The 
purpose of these hypotheses is to determine if the year, or point in time, when an 
organization administered the OCI had a significant Impact on its financial performance. 
Hypothesis 3a: There is no significant difference between the year (the point in time) an 
organization took the OCI and Market Value Added performance. 
Hypothesis 3b: There is no significant difference between the year (the point in time) an 
organization took the OCI and Economic Value Added performance. 
Hypothesis 3c: There is no significant difference between the year (the point in time) an 
organization took the OCI and Cost of Capital performance. 
Hypothesis 3d: There is no significant difference between the year (the point in time) an 
organization took the OCI and Return on Capital performance. 
The fourth hypothesis deals with comparisons among the firms who have 
administered the Organizational Culture Inventory. The purpose of this hypothesis is to 
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determine the similarities and differences between the culture norms of the 33 organizations 
in the sample and the larger pool of organizations in the OCI database. 
Hypotheses 4: There is no significant difference between the OCI cluster ratings 
(Constructive, Passive/Defensive and Aggressive/Defensive) and industry types 
(Manufacturing, Service, and Telecommunications/Computer). 
Assumptions of the Study 
1. Organizational culture can be quantifiably studied. 
2. The OCI data were administered and collected in good faith by all companies. 
3. The results of this study can be generalized to like kind industries and types. 
Limitations of the Study 
The limitations of the study include: 
1. Lack of an experimental design. 
2. Lack of random selection of subjects and organizations. 
3. The sample was one of convenience. Only organizations that had taken the OCI, that 
were publicly held and that had performance measures in the Stem Stewart Performance 
1000 database could be used. 
Definition of Terms 
Corporate Culture: "A pattern of basic assumptions that the group learned as it solved its 
problems of external adaptation and internal integration, that has worked well enough to be 
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considered valid and, therefore, to be taught to new members as the correct way to 
perceive, think and feel in relation to those problems" (Schein, 1992. p. 12). 
Cost of Capital: Weighted average cost of capital computed by weighting estimates of its 
after tax costs of equity and debt by the proportions that these forms of financing represented 
in the company's capital structure, on average, over the prior 3 years. (Stem Stewart & 
Company, Performance 1000 Index, 1997, p. 17). 
Econoinic Value Added (EVA): Residual income left over from operating profits after cost 
of capital is subtracted. (Stem Stewart & Company, Performance 1000 Index, 1997, p. 16). 
Market Value: Approximation of fair market value of company's entire debt and equity 
capitalization as of 12/31 of that year. (Stem Stewart & Company, Performance 1000 Index, 
1997, p. 16). 
Market Value Added (MVA): Market value subtracted from capital. (Stem Stewart & 
Company, Performance 1000 Index, 1997, p. 16). 
Organizational Culture Inventory (OCI): "The Organizational Culture Inventory is a self-
report paper-and-pencil diagnostic instrument designed to measure normative beliefs and 
shared behavioral exceptions in organizations" (Cooke & Szumal, 1993, p. 1299). 
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Return on Capital: Periodic after tax cash-on-cash yield earned in the business, it is 
computed by dividing a firm's net operating profits after taxes (NOPAT) by the Capital 
outstanding at the beginning of the year. (Stem Stewart & Company, Performance iOOO 
Index, 1997, p.16-17). 
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CHAPTER 2. REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
This literature review is divided into four major sections: 1) Foundations and 
approaches to corporate culture; 2) Culture and performance; and 3) Culture change. Each 
topic will be explored initially followed by an analysis of the interplay of each topic on the 
other and their overall potential affect on culture and cultural transformation. 
Foundations and Approaches to Corporate Culture 
Culture as an organizational phenomenon has its roots in two primary disciplines, 
anthropology and sociology. According to Mintz (1982) anthropologists describe culture as 
the values, beliefs, communication patterns and ritualistic behavior of human groups, and the 
transmission of those beliefs. The anthropological influence is illustrated by organizational 
culture researchers who focus on elements of culture such as ceremonies, customs, rites, 
rituals, social structure and norms (Jones, Moore, Snyder, 1988; Van Maanen, 1979; Ouchi, 
1981; Deal & Kennedy 1982; Peters & Waterman 1982). 
"The influence of Sociology on the study of organizational culture has been broad 
and direct. . . several streams of work that have been most influential are the study of myth 
and ritual, symbolic interaction, ethnomethodology, and the study of organizations as 
institutions" (Ouchi & Willdns, 1985, p. 462). Beyer and Trice (1987) define myths, rites and 
rituals as tangible, accessible, and visible parts or forms of a culture that can help illuminate 
deeper held values and beliefs. They suggest that through myths, stories, language, and 
symbols unstated understandings of culture are surfaced. 
According to Pedersen and Sorensen (1989): 
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The dominant and most well known part of the scientific literature on organisational 
studies has deal with and described organisational culture as monolithic phenomenon. 
Culture is perceived as a cohesive 'glue' and the functional aspects of 'strong' cultures 
are seen as increased integration, consistency, clarity, consensus, etc.(p. 5). 
There doesn't appear to be a great deal of consensus in the field about what culture is 
and how to study it; this dissention is evidenced by the multitude of definitions of culture. 
According to Mahler (1997) "Culture provides a reservoir of organizational meaning against 
which results, experience, and performance data are interpreted and inquiries about changes 
in procedures and program technologies can proceed" (p. 522). Chen and Eastman (1997) 
echo the notion of culture and relationships. "One key characteristic of culture is its 
sharedness; that is, a belief or value has to be widely shared across individual members of a 
given social unit to qualify as cultural" (p. 457). 
According to Schein (1991) there are three primary approaches used to study culture: 
survey research approaches, analytical descriptive approaches, and ethnographic approaches. 
Survey researchers rely primarily on questionnaires administered to members of the culture. 
Schein maintains that, "this approach presupposes that organizational cultures have common 
dimensions and that these dimensions are the most important aspects to study" (p. 244). Like 
the survey approach, the analytic descriptive approach seeks to measure culture by dividing it 
into components which are further evaluated. The ethnographic or semiotic approach looks at 
culture from the natives or insiders point of view. "One core assumption in this approach is 
that culture can ultimately only be deciphered as it is 'enacted'. In other words, the 
implication is that culture does not exist conceptually except in the observable behavioral 
manifestations enacted by the members of that culture" (p. 245). Geertz (1973) proposes "a 
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semiotic approach to culture is to aid us in gaining access to conceptual world in which our 
subjects are so that we can, in some extended sense of the term, converse with them" (p. 24). 
On the opposite end of the spectmm, there are quantitative researchers who maintain 
it is possible and appropriate to measure culture. "Using a survey technique to study 
organizational culture has both advantages and disadvantages. The key strength is that the 
same method can be applied to many organizations in the same way. The results then provide 
a basis for comparison and generalization" (Denison, 1984, p. 7). 
These different epistemological and methodological points of view result in a variety 
of approaches to the complex topic of corporate culture (Frost, Moore, Lois, Lundberg, 
Martin, 1991). "For the moment, at least, we can expect the study of organizational culture to 
be marked both by dissension and creativity" (Ouchi & Wilkins, 1985, p. 479). 
Schein proposes that a group's culture can be studied at three levels; artifacts, values 
and basic assumptions. Artifacts are visible cues about the organization's culture and include 
everything from the floor lay-out to the dress code to the web-site design. Schein cautions 
that this level of culture is easy to observe, but difficult to interpret. Espoused values reflect 
what a group says it will do, or its intentions. In order for esp>oused values to be transformed 
and guide behavior they must be proven to be useful in solving problems or removing 
barriers. These values, once transformed, become basic assumptions. 
Basic assumptions are deeply engrained, taken-for-granted beliefs. These assumptions 
are similar to Argyris and Schon's (1978 )"theory-in-use" in that the assumptions are so 
fundamental and ingrained that they drive behavior at a subconscious level. "To leam 
something new in this realm requires us to resurrect, reexamine, and possibly change some of 
the more stable f)ortions of our cognitive structure ..(Schein, p. 22). The basic 
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assumptions people have about human behavior can drive expectations at work, and if these 
assumptions are shared they can be powerful determinants of what is acceptable and 
unacceptable. 
The creation of an organization's culture is an interesting and complex topic. 
According to Schein an organization's culture originates primarily as result of three factors, 
1) the values and beliefs of the founder, 2) the process of learning in groups as the 
organization changes and adapts, and 3) the infusion of new leaders and new members. He 
states that there are six primary and six secondary mechanisms that founders and leaders use 
to embed a culture, they are outlined below in Table 2.1 (Schein, 1992, p. 231). 
Table 2.1: Schien's mechanisms for embedding culture 
Primary Embedding Mechanisms Secondary Articulation and 
Reinforcement Mechanisms 
What leaders pay attention to, measure, and Organization design and structure 
control on a regular basis 
How leaders react to critical incidents and Organizational systems and procedures 
organizational crises 
Observed criteria by which leaders allocate Organizational rites and rituals 
scarce resources 
Deliberate role modeling, teaching, and Design of physical space, facades, and 
coaching buildings 
Observed criteria by which leaders allocate Stories, legends, and myths about people and 
rewards and status events 
Observed criteria by which leaders recruit. Formal statements of organizational 
select, promote, retire, and excommunicate philosophy, values and creed 
organizational members 
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To be effective, Schein maintains that leaders need to be aware of the primary and 
secondary mechanisms because their underlying assumptions are made overt and visible by 
what they pay attention to, reinforce and reward. 
Many change programs fail because the manager who wants to change fails to use the 
entire set of mechanisms described. To put it positively, when a manager decides to 
change the assumptions of a work group by using all of these mechanisms, that 
manager is becoming a leader, (p. 253) 
While Schein focuses on leader's power in creating culture, Fonbum (1986) maintains that 
every employee, not just every leader, is necessary to sustain a culture. "All members of the 
organization create culture; it is not simply imposed or 'driven down' by leaders and 
managers" (p. 9). 
Schein explains that culture is a learned phenomenon; it is taught and reinforced in a 
multitude of ways every day through behaviors, decisions and approaches, and is passed 
from one generation to another. Simply put, learning is the vehicle through which culture is 
transmitted. "When organizations are seen as cultures, they are seen to leam through 
activities involving cultural artifacts, and that learning, in turn, is understood to entail 
organizations acquiring, changing, or preserving their abilities to do what they know how to 
do" (p. 452). Organizations that focus on, and leverage learning, provide an environment or 
culture with greater opportunities for individual self-awareness, development, and change 
which translates to the organization's ultimate growth and survival. 
Deal and Kennedy (1982) state that culture is at the heart of an organization. "Every 
business - in fact every organization — has a culture. The company's real existence lay in the 
hearts and minds of its employees" (p. 4). The authors suggest that culture effects every 
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aspect of corporate life ranging from where the Christmas party is held to the reward and 
recognition systems. 
There are six elements of a culture, according to Deal and Kennedy, including 
business environment, values, heroes, rites and rituals and a cultural network. The business 
environment and the kind of business a company is in are the most influential components of 
a culture. Values are described as basic guiding beliefs. "Values define 'success' in concrete 
terms for employees - 'if you do this, you too will be a success' — and establish standards of 
achievement within the organization" (p. 14). Heroes refer to employees past and present that 
are role models for other employees; their actions personify what it takes to be successful in 
that culture. Rites and rituals refer to a set of patterns or actions people follow routinely, and 
in a strong culture, these rituals emphasize the basic principles of the organization. The 
cultural network is a communication vehicle in that it carries, primarily through informal 
means, the corporate ideology, values, and stories. They believe that companies that have 
cultivated their cultures have an edge, and strong leadership is the key to developing a strong 
culture. 
Managers uncomfortable with the idea of culture should beware. Culture, not official 
rules or policies, ultimately dictate what you can do and can't. Since culture may well 
be the key factor in influencing whether a company succeeds or fails, it needs to be 
high on the list of management priorities. (E>eal & Kennedy, 1999, p. 40) 
They state that despite all the research and writing about culture in the popular press 
there exist some powerful myths about culture. They state six primary myths (p. 33-39) that 
still exist: 
• Culture is a (quick) fix to any problem 
• Culture and strategy have nothing to do with one another 
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• Culture resists all change, cultural change can be managed 
• Top-level leadership is the key to instilling a strong corporate culture 
• People hang onto a culture they know even when it is no longer relevant, strong cultures 
are monolithic 
• Culture is not for everyone 
According to Milward and Johns (1997) "Corpxsrate culture influences quality, 
teamwork, and employee satisfaction; in other words — the bottom line. One of the most 
important factors shaping corporate culture is the style and behavior of your leadership team" 
(p. 9). They maintain that there are four variables or levers that impact an organization's 
beliefs and values, they are: leadership and management style, organizational structures and 
design, job and task technology, and systems. Influencing or changing a culture requires 
examining the four levers of change and making appropriate adjustments. 
Leadership and management styles set the pace and boundaries for appropriate style 
among others, which are supported by the strucmre and design of the organization. Further, 
the way employees'jobs are designed also provides information about expectations, and 
influence an individual's autonomy, level of satisfaction and contribution. Systems refer to 
the systems or processes the organization has in place for rewarding and recognizing its 
employees. 
Nadler (1994) argues that to understand corporate culture it is necessary to examine 
the components of healthy cultures. He proposes six components: 1) Acceptance and 
appreciation for diversity; 2) Communication to employees concerning company policies and 
business issues; 3) Concern for each employee and fair treatment in managing change within 
the organization; 4) Employee pride and enthusiasm for the company; 5) Equal opportunity 
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for every employee to achieve his or her potential; 6) Respect for all employees and their 
individual contributions to the organization. 
In summary, the approaches to defining and studying culture vary, but there are some 
consistent underlying themes that suggest culture is an integrating mechanism that is 
dynamic and more than the sum of its parts (Sentell, 1998). 
Culture and Performance 
According to Denison (1997), "Culture refers to the underlying values, beliefs, and 
principles that serve as a foundation for an organization's management system as well as the 
set of management practices and behaviors that both exemplify and reinforce those basic 
principles" (p. 2). Based on a review of the literature and his own research Denison created a 
cultural effectiveness model which looks at complementary and contradictory elements of an 

































Figure 2.1: Denison's culture and effectiveness model 
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The components of the model can be viewed in several ways. Involvement and 
consistency can be seen as the internal components of a strong culture. Involvement refers to 
employees' involvement and ownership in decisions, and consistency refers to predictable or 
defined ways of operating and communicating. Adaptability and mission can be seen as 
external components that affect an organization's relationship with its environment. To be 
effective, in fact to survive, an organization must be able to adapt to its market and customers 
and should have a clearly articulated mission that gives it purpose and direction. The model 
can also be divided by the lower quadrants of change and flexibility, and stability and 
direction. "Thus the reconciliation of conflicting demands is the essence of an effective 
organizational culture" (p. 15). 
Denison, in his research of culture and organizational performance, examined the 
financial performance of 34 organizations over a six year period. He compared that 
performance data with behavioral data collected from two questionnaires, the Survey of 
Organizations (SOO) and Organizational Survey Profile (OSP), highly similar insuiiments 
administered by the Institute of Social Research from 1966 through 1981. 
The SOO and OSP instruments provide data on fives areas of organizational life: 
1) Organizational climate; 2) Job design; 3) Supervisory leadership; 4) Peer leadership; and 
5) Behavioral outcome measures of group functioning, satisfaction and goal integration. 
Financial data were collected the year the organization administered the SOO or OSP 
and every year after that for five years. The financial measures used were Return on Sales 
and Return on Investment. "This database allowed for the analysis of the effects that a 
behavioral characteristic at the beginning of the period (year 0) would have on performance 
over the next 5 years (+1 through +5)" (p. 53). 
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The outcomes of the comparisons were a series of correlations that support the 
connection between corporate culture and performance. "The results provide compelling 
evidence that it is quite possible to use cultural and behavioral measures to predict the 
performance and effectiveness of an organization over time" (p. 83). For example, one set of 
results compare return on investment and perceptions of the organization of work. This 
comparison indicates that the higher the perception of organized work, the higher the return 
on investment. Another correlation of participation and performance over time suggests that 
companies with higher levels of participation have better long term financial performance. 
Figures 2.2 and 2.3 illustrate the outcomes of organization of work and decision-making 
practices as correlated with retum on sales and return on investment measures. "These 
figures show quite clearly that companies that are perceived to have a well-organized work 
system that links the efforts of individuals to the goals of the organization are likely to 
perform better than those that do not" (p 71). 
ntghs 
lows 













Figure 2.4: Decision-making practices and return on investment (Denison, p. 64) 
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Figure 2.5: Decision-making practices and return on sales (Denison, p. 65) 
In addition to the quantitative analysis, Denison conducted a qualitative analysis of 
five of the 34 organizations whose cultures illustrated different levels of involvement and 
performance. Each of the five organizations' history and culture were examined, in terms of 
how it evolved, its management practices and ideologies as well as an analysis of the culture 
using Denison's culture effectiveness model. 
Denison discusses culture change in the organizations he studied and concludes with 
several observations about the nature and rate of change. One finding is that changes in the 
business environment are the most significant catalysts for culture change. "The changes 
were typically instrumental and adaptive. They were most often driven by a crisis of mission 
and strategy and the need to adapt, rather than by any intention to change the internal 
organization" (p. 189). Another interesting insight is the role of leadership in change. He 
discovered, in the companies he studied, that another primary catalyst to culture change was 
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change in leadership. "Cultural change in each organization meant new players, not the 
conversion of old players" (p. 190). Another observation is that the larger the organization, 
the greater the inertia and the slower the change process. 
It is clear that all organizations do change and adapt to their environments, in fact 
Denison states it is hard to "prevent" a culture from changing. He proposes that while culture 
change is complex it can be managed by focusing on learning. 'The challenge to a manager 
is to understand the process by which learning is translated into increased organizational 
capacity for future adaptation. Thus, managing culture is a process of shaping the learning 
that occurs as an organization adapts" (p. 191). 
Kotter and Heskett (1992) studied the relationship between culture and economic 
success among 207 organizations from 1977-1988. Their research methodology followed 
three major steps: I) Identification of the organizational pool or population, 2) Identification 
of the culture of each organization, 3) Identification and matching of economic performance 
indicators for each organization. 
To begin with, they selected a cross section of large organizations which included 
companies like PepsiCo and Wal-Mart. In total, 22 industries ranging from banking to 
chemicals to life insurance to textiles were included. To measure culture the researchers 
developed an index to gauge "culture strength". To secure an index rating of "culture 
strength" the researchers mailed out questionnaires to the top six officers of the 207 
companies and asked them to rate their competitors corporate culture. A portion of the 
instructions appear below: 
To help respondents make a judgment about corporate culture, we told them that a 
strong culture was usually associated with affirmative answers to questions such as: 
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1. Have managers in competing firms commonly spoken of this company's "style" 
or way of doing things? 
2. Has the firm both made its values known through a creed or credo and made a 
serious attempt to encourage managers to follow them? 
3. Has the firm been managed according to long-standing policies and practices 
other than those of just the incumbent CEO? 
. . . With the information collected form the survey, we then constructed "culture 
strength indexes" by computing an average response for each firm. (p. 15) 
Finally they collected economic performance measures for each organization. The 
measures they used were: average yearly increase in net income, average yearly return on 
investment and average yearly increase in stock price. 
They approached their research by drawing upon the early work investigating culture 
and set out to examine three previously espoused theories of corporate culture; those theories 
are: 1) There is a connection between a strong culture and high performance, 2) There is such 
a thing as an appropriate or strategic culture for an organization, and 3) There is a connection 
between an organization's adaptability and its performance. 
Their findings do not provide strong support for the perspective that strong cultures 
yield higher performance; in fact, they compared culture strength and market value growth 
and demonstrated only a slight positive correlation. "Within the limits of this methodology, 
we conclude from this study that there is a positive relationship between strength of corporate 
culture and long-term economic performance, but it is a modest relationship. The statement 
Strong cultures create excellent performance'; appears to be just plain wrong'" (p. 21). 
Their findings regarding appropriate or strategic culture fit indicate that the fit 
between culture and environment may be associated with short-term economic performance, 
but no single cultural formula is associated with long-term performance, especially in an era 
in which change seems to be the rule" (p. 31-32). 
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The final area of focus, cultural adaptability, refers to an organization's ability to 
predict and plan for changes. The theory, in the culture literature, maintains that the more 
proactive an organization is relative to change, the stronger its performance. " In the firms 
with more adaptive cultures, the cultural ideal is that managers throughout the hierarchy 
should provide leadership to initiate change in strategies and tactics whenever necessary to 
satisfy the legitimate interests of not just stockholders, or customers, or employees, but all 
three" (p. 50). 
Overall, Kotter and Heskett concluded that culture does have a bottom-line impact. In 
fact, organizations rated as having supportive cultures out-performed those with non-
supportive cultures in the areas of revenues, work force expansion, stock prices and net 
income. They found that over an 11-year period organizations that actively monitored and 
managed their cultures achieved remarkable results, their revenues increased by an average 
of 682 percent, they expanded their workforces by 282 percent, raised stock prices by 901 
percent and improved net incomes by 756 percent. 
Collins and Porras (1994) examined the history of 36 visionary companies, dating 
back to 1926, to determine the key ingredients of their success. They researched 18 
companies that were considered to be visionary, those companies included: 3M, Sony, 
American Express, IBM, Walt Disney, Johnson & Johnson, Citicorp, and Hewlett-Packard. 
The 18 visionary companies were compared to 18 matched comparison companies which 
included: Norton, Wells Fargo, Kenwood, Chase Manhattan, Texas Instruments, Bristol-
Myers Squibb, Colgate and Columbia. Visionary companies are defined as "premier 
institutions - the crown jewels - in their industries, widely admired by their peers and having 
a long track record of making a significant impact on the world around them" (p. 1). Six 
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criteria were developed to identify visionary companies: I) Premier institution in its industry, 
2) Widely admired by knowledgeable business people, 3) Made an indelible imprint on the 
world in which we live, 4) Had multiple generations of chief executives, 5) Been through 
multiple product (or service) life cycles, 6) Founded before 1950. 
To identify visionary companies, Collins and Porras, surveyed CEOs from Fortune 
500 companies (industrial and service), and Inc. 500 and 100 companies (private and public), 
asking them to nominate up to five companies that they perceived to be visionary. From the 
survey results they generated a list of 20 companies which were then matched against the six 
criteria points they had established. In total 18 companies were examined in their research. 
They found that the visionary companies, overall, did share some fundamental 
approaches and practices. For example, each has strong and clearly articulated values and 
belief systems, a commitment to continuous learning, carefully planned indoctrination 
processes for new employees, and they actively embrace and encourage change. 
Collins and Porras studied the financial performance of the companies and found the 
visionary companies to be substantially more successful. 
Suppose you made equal $1 investments in a general-market stock fiind, a 
comparison company stock fund, and a visionary company stock fiind on January 1, 
1926. If you reinvested all dividends and made appropriate adjustments for when the 
companies became available on the Stock Exchange your S1 in the general market 
fun would have grown to $415. Your $1 invested in the group comparison companies 
would have grown to $955 - more than twice the general market. But your $1 in the 
visionary companies stock fiind would have grown to $6,356 - over six times the 
companies stock returns from 1926 to 1990. (p. 4) 
One particularly relevant finding to this work, was the discovery that visionary 
companies had almost cult-like cultures. They discovered four characteristics of the 
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companies that made them cult-like: fervently held ideology, indoctrination, tightness of fit, 
and elitism (p. 122). 
In assessing cultism in the visionary and comparison companies, we considered 
evidence indicating that the company seeks to create an intense sense of loyalty and 
dedication and to influence the behavior of those inside the company to be consistent 
with the company's ideology, (p. 287) 
The research assessing culture and financial performance is provocative. While the 
methodologies and focus of the research differ, there are clear indicators that a firm's culture 
and its performance is related. 
Assessments of culture 
According to Roberts and Rollins (1996), because an organization's culture is a vital 
part of its success, it must be assessed and monitored. They propose using a cultural 
assessment tool called Targeted Cultural Modeling (TCM) as a vehicle for an organization to 
determine their current and preferred culture, and to make changes where necessary. The 
assessment identifies four primary culture types or models, including functional, process, 
time-based and network. "Each work culture is consistent with different organizational 
structures and practices" (p. 9). 
Functional cultures are environments characterized by well defined hierarchies, 
control, highly specialized roles, and top down communication. Process work cultures focus 
on continuous quality improvement and customers, and sponsor work teams, broader bands 
of pay and feedback, and communication which flows in all directions. Time-based cultures 
are focused on speed and flexibility; the organizational hierarchy is typically flat, 
communication is dynamic and immediate. Network cultures center around temporary 
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alliances or relationships. A network culture might be found in a company in the construction 
business where people are brought together with a specific time-sensitive project, it is 
personally rather than structurally driven and communication is primarily face-to-face and 
immediate. 'TCM makes use of the four work culture models and was developed to help 
organizations quickly assess their current work culture, their targeted culture, the gaps 
between the two, and how specific changes will help close those gaps" (p. 11). 
Goffee and Jones (1996) emphasize the importance of creating and sustaining a 
culture that is appropriate given an organization's environment. They examine four types of 
cultures: Networked, Communal, Fragmented, and Mercenary; any of which are appropriate 
given a particular businesses environment. They view culture from a sociological 
perspective, looking at human relations along the dimensions of solidarity and sociability. 
"Briefly, sociability is a measure of sincere friendliness among members of a community. 
Solidarity is a measure of a community's ability to pursue shared objectives quickly and 
effectively, regardless of personal ties (p. 134). 
Their model of culture is designed in four quadrants pairing the dimensions of 
sociability and solidarity with the four cultures (networked, communal, fragmented, and 
mercenary). A networked organization is described as having high sociability and low 
solidarity, this type of organization is characterized by friendliness, but may have trouble 
focusing on strategic outcomes. The mercenary organization is characterized by low 
sociability and high solidarity which means that plans, objectives and outcomes drive 
individuals; interactions are focused on work not personal relationships. 
The fragmented organization is described as having low sociability and low 
solidarity. The hallmark of this organization is dissention: employees don't have a strong 
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identification with the organization and they do not agree on outcomes or performance 
requirements. "People in fragmented organizations often work with their doors shut or at 
home" (p. 143). The communal organization is described as highly social and having high 
solidarity. In these organizations individuals collaborate to accomplish work and secure 
results. 
Goffee and Jones content there is not one "best" culture. Rather in the dynamic and 
ever-changing business environment, the most appropriate culture is the one that fits an 
organizations environment and allows it to remain competitive. Juechter, Fisher, AJford 
(1998) suggest, "All the change in the world won't provide sustainable performance unless an 
organization's culture and people are fiilly prepared and aligned to support that change" (p. 
64). 
A widely used tool to measure culture is the Organizational Culture Inventory (OCI). 
According to Johns and Milward (1997), the OCI, created in the mid-1980's, is based on 
extensive research on individual self-image and effectiveness. 'The OCI is a self-report 
paper-and-pencil diagnostic instrument designed to measure normative beliefs and shared 
behavioral expectations in organizations" (Cooke & Szumal, 1993, p. 1299). The instrument 
identifies three types or clusters of organizational culture: Constructive, Passive/Defensive 
and Aggressive/Defensive and 12 thinking and behavioral norms that are depicted on a 
circular graph known as a circumplex. Each style and norm is outlined in Table 2.2. 
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Table 2.2: Organizational Culture Inventory, style names and positions 












Characterizes organizations that are managed in a participative 
and person-centered way. Members are expected to be 
supportive, constructive and open to influence in their dealings 
with one another. 
Characterizes organizations that place a high priority on 
constructive interpersonal relationships. Members are expected 
to be friendly, open, and sensitive to the satisfaction of their 
work group. 
Characterizes organizations that do things well and value 
members who set and accomplish their own goals. Members of 
these organizations set challenging but realistic goals, establish 
plans to reach these goals, and pursue them with enthusiasm. 
Characterizes organizations that value creativity, quality over 
quantity and both task accomplishment and individual growth. 
Members of these organizations are encouraged to gain 
enjoyment from their work, develop themselves, and take one 
new and interesting activities. 
Passive/Defensive Styles 
Characterizes organizations in which conflicts are avoided and 
interpersonal relationships are pleasing - at least superficially. 
Members feel that they must agree with, gain the approval of, 
and be liked by others. 
Characterizes organizations that are conservative, traditional, 
and bureaucratically controlled. Members are expected to 
conform, follow the rules, and make a good impression. 
Characterizes organizations that are hierarchically controlled 
and non-participative. Centralized decision making in such 
organizations leads members to do only what they're told and to 
clear all decisions with superiors. 
Characterizes organizations that fail to reward success but 
nevertheless punish mistakes. This negative reward system 
leads members to shift responsibilities to others and to avoid 
any possibility of being blamed for a mistake. 
7:00 Oppositional 
Aggressive/Defensive 
Characterizes organizations in which confrontations prevails 
and negativism is rewarded. Members gain status and influence 
by being critical and thus are reinforced to oppose the ideas of 
others and to make safe (but ineffectual) decisions. 
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Table 2.2 (Continued) 
Position Style Name Organizational Culture Inventory 
8:00 Power Characterizes non-participative organizations stmctured on the 
basis of the authority inherent in members' positions. Members 
believe they will be rewarded for taking charge and controlling 
(and being responsive to the demands of superiors). 
9:00 Competitive Characterizes organizations in which winning is valued and 
members are rewarded for out-performing one another. People 
in such organizations operate in a "win-lose" framework and 
believe they must work against (rather than with) their jieers to 
be noticed. 
10:00 Perfectionistic Characterizes organizations in which perfectionism, 
unproductive attention to detail, and hard work "for hard work's 
sake" are valued. Members feel they must avoid all mistakes, 
keep track of everything, and work long hours to attain 
narrowly-defined objectives. 
Figure 2.6 illustrates the CXZI circular graphic or circumplex. The twelve styles on the 
circumplex are organized or positioned around the three culture styles and referred to as 
positions much like a clock. The Constructive styles can be seen represented by positions 11 
o'clock to 2 o'clock; the Passive/Defensive styles are positioned from 3 o'clock to 6 o'clock; 
and the Aggressive/ Defensive styles are position from 7 o'clock to 10 o'clock. Styles are 
placed on the circumplex based on their similarity to one another. 
According to Johns and Mil ward (1998) 'The concentric circles on the circumplex 
indicate percentiles in the general population against which the CXZII data is being bench-
marked. Typically, we would benchmark an OCI survey against a population of over 700 
organisational units .. .As rule of thumb, scores higher than fiftieth percentile on the 







Figure 2.6: Organizational Culture Inventory Circumplex 
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The ideal profile proposed by Human Synergistics is made up of the percentile scores 
outlined in Table 2.3 (Human Synergistics, 1998, p. 89). 
Table 2.3. OCI Typical Ideal Profile Scores 













The OCI seeks to capture the intensity or strength of a norm via organizational 
members' responses to the 120-items on the CXZI. Each of the 12 norms, described in Table 
2.2, is measured by 10 questions. 'Tests of three typ)es of reliability — internal consistency, 
interrater, and test-retest - and two types of validity - construct and criterion-related - on 
data provided by 4,890 respondents indicate that the inventory is a dependable instrument for 
assessing the normative aspects of culture" (Cooke and Szumal, p. 1299). 
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In order to understand participants' perceptions of the current culture and their desired 
ideal culture, the OCI is taken twice, once with a focus on current work processes and once 
with the focus on the ideal. The data are then tabulated and circumplex depictions are 
provided to illustrate the gaps. 'The Organizational Culture Inventory, although subject to 
the limitations inherent in any type of survey, can be used in organizations to identify the 
sometimes subtle pressures placed on members to behave in defensive or constructive ways" 
(Cooke & Szumal, p. 1325). 
Another popular culture survey, the Denison Organizational Culture Survey, seeks to 
link culture and organizational performance. The 60-item instrument is based on Denison's 
extensive research of over 1,000 organizations and 40,000 respondents. Based on his 
research he developed a culture and effectiveness model described earlier in this work which 
examines four culture traits that impact performance, including, involvement, consistency, 
adaptability and mission. 
Mission and Consistency impact financial performance measures such as Return on 
Assets (ROA), Return on Investment (ROI), and Return on Sales (ROS). Consistency 
and Involvement impact quality, employee satisfaction, and Return on Investment. 
Involvement and Adaptability impact product development and innovation. 
Adaptability and Mission impact revenue, sales growth, and market share. (Denison, 
1998, p. 3) 
Individuals in an organization complete the survey which is then tabulated and 
displayed in a circular graphic. The survey captures both externally and internally focused 
items. Externally focused items include creating change, customer focus, organizational 
learning, strategic direction and intent, goals and objectives, and vision. Internally focused 
items include empowerment, team orientation, capability development, core values, 
agreement, and coordination and integration. The survey results allow organizational 
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members to better understand their culture, how culture effects their work, and provide 
suggestions for change. 
Organizational Ciiange 
According to Stewart (1994), culture plays a significant role in the success of a 
change effort, "people and culture - - the human systems of a company - - are what make or 
break any change initiative" (p. 107). 
Smith (1998) polled over 400 senior executives from Fortune 1000 companies to 
understand successful organizational change efforts. Senior executives from these companies 
were asked to reflect on change in their organization and rate how successful they believed 
the change was using several measures such as the remm on investment from the change 
effort. Smith's findings indicate there are five factors that influence the success of 
organizational change efforts: 1) Strong leadership; 2) Effective Communication; 3) Tight 
alignment of people and organizational goals; 4) Adequate training; and 5) Clear definition 
of the compelling reasons to change. 
Carleton (1997) states that one common growth strategy for businesses is mergers 
and acquisitions. However, misdiagnosing the implications of differences in culture could 
lead to Culture clash'. This clash occurs when organizations with different cultures are 
brought together; although their business strategies may be consistent, differences in their 
cultures impede any chance of success. Carleton points out several cases, such as the 
Delaware Supreme Court ruling which established a precedent for the claim that culture is, at 
least, a viable consideration in merger decisions (case: Paramount Communication Inc. vs. 
Time Inc.). 
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Carleton suggests organizations conduct a thorough cultural audit focused on 12 
domains, they are: intended direction and results, key measures, key business drivers, 
infrastructure, organizational practices, leadership/management practices, supervisory 
practices, work practices, technology use, physical environment, f)erceptions and 
expectations, cultural indicators and artifacts. 
In mergers, acquisitions and alliances, vast quantities of time and money are poured 
into analyzing physical resources, markets and the logic of a proposed union. Little or 
no thought is generally given to the nature, demeanor and beliefs of the people who 
will have to make the business plan work. If the cultures of the two groups clash, the 
collision can lead to arguments, confusion and even disaster, (p. 70) 
Change is said to be the only constant in organizations; a condition of organizational 
life. According to Stevens (1993) the implications of change extend beyond any one 
organization. "The very survival of organizations depends on the ability of their members to 
anticipate, and creatively and constructively respond to change" (p. 5). 
Galpin (1996) suggests that leaders considering making a change to an organization's 
culture should be aware of the components that operationalize culture, such as, rules and 
policies, goals, ceremonies, management behaviors and the physical environment. "The 
primary motive for managing culture during change is to implement and sustain changes" (p. 
85). 
Tushman and O'Reilly (1996) describe organizational evolution and change as 
discontinuous. By discontinuous they mean that in the midst of incremental planned 
transitions there can be a tide of unexpected and transformational change events. The change 
process is dynamic. "The challenge for managers is to adapt the culture and strategy of their 
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organization to its current environment, but to do in a way that does not undermine its ability 
to adjust to radical change in that environment" (p. 8). 
According to Kotter (1996) changing a culture is difficult because culture operates at 
the subconscious level and is enacted and reinforced daily by a population of jieople. He 
maintains that introducing lasting changes to a culture requires deliberately anchoring new 
approaches to everyday group norms, practices and values; communicating and verbalizing 
the changes and desired results, and may involve turnover and rethinking succession plans. 
"Culture changes only after you have successfully altered people's actions, after the new 
behavior produces some group benefit for a period of time, and after people see the 
connection between the new actions and the performance improvements" (p. 156). 
Fullan (1994) suggests there are eight lessons of the new paradigm of organizational 
change, they are: 
• You can't mandate what matters 
• Change is a journey not a blueprint 
• Problems are inevitable, learning can't take place without them 
• Vision and strategic planning come later 
• Individualism and collectivism must have equal power 
• Neither centralization or decentralization works 
• Connections with the wider environment are critical for success 
• Every person is a change agent 
Fullan states that the most successful organizations are those that leam externally as well as 
internally and where people are engaged in the change process. 
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According to Schneider, Brief, and Guzzo (1996) culture change takes place through 
changes in an organization's climate. They suggest that influencing the day-to-day practices 
or approaches helps guide action and creates routines and patterns that ultimately influence 
deeper values and assumptions. "Climate reflects the tangibles that produce a culture, the 
kinds of things that happen to and around employees that they are able to describe" (p. 12). 
Trahant and Burke (1996) maintain that successful change efforts are implemented at 
the transformational, or "big picture" level, and the transactional or work processes and 
procedures level. To help organizations prepare for planned change efforts, they developed a 
readiness assessment which examines several areas of an organization, the external 
environment, management values and practices, organizational culture, structure and 
systems, work climate and performance. 
According to Sherriton and Stem (1996), there are a variety of requirements for 
approaching culture change which include agreement and commitment, communication and 
involvement, monitoring and tracking and persistence. They maintain that culture change is 
challenging because it causes people to confront issues, standards and ways of behaving that 
they may be comfortable with and accustomed to. "Despite its ingrained nature, a corporate 
culture (or subculture) can be changed. This is not always easy .. yet changing a culture can 
reveal tremendous, usually untapped, opportunities" (p. 31-32). 
Conclusion 
This literature review examined the foundations of corporate culture, the relationship 
between culture and performance, the role of learning in culture transfer, and culture change. 
While there are a variety of approaches and even definitions to culture, there is agreement 
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that culture does exist, and that it is deeply imbedded in an organization. Culture is at the 
core of the organization, it operates at a subconscious level and guides actions and sets the 
tone for how work is accomplished and how people deal with one another. Culture is learned 
and passed from one person to another, generation after generation and provides purpose and 
consistency. However, in order to maintain competitiveness, organizations need to monitor 
and assess their culture to ensure it is appropriate for the business environment because 
culture appears to be tied to performance and outcomes, and ultimately to the survival and 
growth of an organization. 
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY 
This chapter outlines the methods and procedures of the study. The chapter is 
organized into four sections: I) Background of the organizations; 2) Variables; 3) 
Instrumentation; and 4) Data analysis. This study utilized a non-experimental quantitative 
research design. 
Background of the Organizations 
The research examined 33 organizations that had administered the Organizational 
Culture Inventory (OCI) and were publicly held. The organizations had to be publicly held in 
order to measure their financial performance on the Stem Stewart Performance 1000 Index. 
The Index is a comprehensive financial analysis of 1000 leading companies within 20 
industry groupings or codes. Due to the small sample size of this study the industry codes 
were further consolidated from 20 into three industry groups. Manufacturing, Service and 
Telecommunications/Computer. Table 3.1 outlines the Stem Stewart industry codes and the 
consolidation of those codes. There are three industry groups in the Stem Stewart Index that 
did not have any matches with these data. Those are noted as "No Match" in column three of 
the table. 
The sample of organizations reported in this research is one of convenience. Only 
organizations with data on both the OCI and Stem Stewart databases are included in this 
research. 
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Table 3.1: Stern Stewart and consolidated industry codes 
Stem Stewart Stem Stewart Number of 3 consolidated codes developed 
Industry Code Definition companies for tliis research 
per code in 
this research 
1 Apparel/Retail/ 2 Service 
Distribution 
2 Autos 1 Manufacturing 
3 Chemicals 3 Manufacturing 
4 Computers 7 Telecommunications/Computers 
5 Conglomerates 0 No match 
6 Construction/ 0 Manufacturing 
Engineer 
7 Consumer 3 Service 
Product 
8 Electronics 0 No matches 
9 Financial 2 Service 
Services 
10 Food/Beverage 0 No matches 
11 Leisure/ 2 Service 
Entertainment 
12 Manufacturing 1 Manufacturing 
13 Media 2 Service 
14 Medical/Health­ 2 Service 
care 
15 Natural 2 Manufacturing 
Resources/ 
Metals 
16 Paper/Forest 1 Manufacturing 
Products 
17 REFT 0 No matches 
18 Services 2 Service 
19 Telecommuni­ 3 Telecommunications/Computers 
cations 
20 Transportation 0 No matches 
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Variables of the Study 
The independent variable being tested (OCI) is a point in time cultural assessment 
measure. The dependent variables of the study were financial performance measures, 
specifically. Market Value Added, Economic Value Added, Return on Capital and Cost of 
Capital. 
The year a firm took the OCI and 5 years prior to its administration were examined. 
Given that methodology, in five instances the dependent variable preceded the independent 
variable in time. The study overall is thus a postdiction, not a prediction. According to 
Hinkle, Wiersma, and Jurs ( 1994) "prediction is the process of estimating scores on one 
variable from knowledge of scores on another variable" (p. 424). This study utilizes the same 
principles except for the inversion of time ordering in that independent variable preceded the 
dependent variable in five instances making the estimation reversed. Given that design it is 
impossible to interpret the results of the analysis in casual terms. Therefore, the study 
examines the relationship between past performance and future culture rating. 
Instrumentation 
The OCI was the instrument from which culture type was determined. This tool was 
selected for a variety of reasons: 
1. It is a survey tool focused on measuring culture from the participant's point of view. That 
is, members of an organization complete the survey reflecting on their experiences in that 
particular environment. "The OCI measures 'what is expected' of members of an organization 
- or, more technically, the behavioral norms and expectations associated with the more 
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abstract aspects of culture such as shared values and beliefs" (Human Synergistics 
International, p. 1). 
2. The instrument was developed in the early 1980's and has been completed by more than 
750,000 individuals in the United States. It has also been used internationally, in fact, the 
OCI has also been reprinted in French, Dutch, Spanish, Chinese. Hindi, Korean and other 
languages (Human Synergistic International). 
3. In their article "Measuring normative beliefs and shared behavioral exceptions in the 
organizations: The reliability and validity of the Organizational Culture Inventory" Cooke 
and Szumal (1993) state the following: 
Tests of three types of reliability - internal consistency, interrater, and test-retest - and 
two types of validity - construct and criterion-related — on data provided by 4,890 
respondents indicate that the inventory is a dependable instrument for assessing the 
normative aspects of culture. Obtained alpha coefficients support the internal 
consistency of the scales; tests of interrater agreement show that significant variance in 
individuals' responses is explained by their organizational membership; and tests for 
difference across time show the temporal consistency of scale scores, (p. 1299) 
The OCI comes in two forms, paper-pencil and computer based. When an organization 
distributes one of the forms of the OCI to employees, the feedback is collected within a 
prescribed time frame in order to facilitate the consolidation and reporting of cultural 
information. Typically, if a pap>er-pencil method is used a self addressed stamped envelope is 
included with the survey so it can be returned to Human Synergistics or the consulting firm 
working with the organization. A copy of the OCI is presented in Appendix A. 
For the purposes of this research Human Synergistics International provided the 
average response score for each of the 12 behavioral norms to the researcher. Organizations 
were coded using the researcher's three consolidated industry codes (Manufacturing, Service, 
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and Telecommunications/Computers). The three codes were determined based on the range 
and variety of industries within the sample population. A total of 195 companies were 
included in the database, 33 of which could be matched with performance data from Stem 
Stewart. Appendix B provides a table of the CXII ratings for the total f)opulation, the first 33 
companies listed are those in the sample. The Stem Stewart Performance 1000 Index was 
selected primarily because of its report of Economic and Market Value Added measures. The 
Index appraises both the performance and value of organizations making it an ideal 
benchmark of performance. The Index is presented as a database in Microsoft Excel and 
represents 20 years of performance data (if available) for the top 1000 organizations which 
are rated annually. The database provides financial performance using the following metrics: 
Market Value Added (MVA), Market Value, Capital, Economic Value Added (EVA), 
NOPAT (Net Operation Profit After Tax), Return on Capital, Cost of Capital, Company 
Type, Three-Five- and Ten-year Shareholder Returns, Industry Code, and year when average 
capita] was used. 
Four of the measures outlined above were used in this research: EVA, MVA, Return 
on Capital and Cost of Capital. Due to the fact that the organizations varied in size, scores 
were standardized across organizations to allow for comparisons. The standardization 
process for MVA entailed dividing the current year's MVA rating by the capital employed 
five years prior, specifically the capital employed at the end of the year five years prior and 
multiplying that figure by SIOO. 
To illustrate the standardization procedure for Johnson & Johnson, the firm's actual 
1996 MVA of S51.4 billion is scaled by dividing it by the capital employed at the end 
of 1991, which was $10 billion, and then the resulting ratio, in this case, 5.1, is 
multiplied by $100. (Stem Stewart & Company, Performance Index, 1997, p. 8) 
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The standardization for the Economic Value Added measure is much the same as the Market 
Value Added standardization except that the EVA ratings are scaled to the capital employed 
at the beginning of the year five years prior to the current rating. 
The measure of EVA was selected because it is an intemal indictor of performance 
not tied to market changes or fluctuations; it provides information about a firm's profitability 
and can be standardized to analyze organizations of different sizes and scale. "EVA, in effect, 
is one of the long-standing pillars of finance theory: Until a company posts a profit greater 
than its cost of capital, it's not making money for shareholders, no matter how good 
accounting earnings look" (Tully, 1998, p. 8). 
MVA was selected because it also measures wealth creation taking into consideration 
how much capital a company invested to achieve outcomes. "... MVA is the cumulative 
amount by which a company has enhanced - or diminished - shareholder wealth" (Ehbar, 
1998, p. 44). The measures of Cost of Capital and Return on Capital were selected because 
they are market outcome measures. Appendix C outlines the performance data for each of the 
33 organizations in the study. 
Data Analysis 
Two sets of data were analyzed in this study. The first set of data included the 33 
firms with OCI and financial performance matches; the second set focused on the OCI data. 
SPSS (Statistical Package for the Social Sciences) software was used to analyze the data. In 
addition to a descriptive analysis of the data. Repeated Measures ANOVA and t-tests were 
used to test the hypotheses. Each research hypothesis and the statistical test used to analyze it 
is outlined in Table 3.2. 
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Table 3.2: Research hypotheses and statistical procedures 
Hypothesis statement Statistical Procedure 
Each hypotheses was examined at six points in time, the year the 
organization administered the OCI, and every year for five years 
before that. The OCI measures three culture types, dimensions 
constructive, passive/defensive, and aggressive/defensive culture 
Hypothesis la: There is no significant relationship between the 




Hypothesis lb: There is no significant relationship between the 




Hypothesis Ic: There is no significant relationship between the 




Hypothesis Id: There is no significant relationship between the 
financial performance measure of Return on Capital and culture 
style. 
The second set of hypotheses focus on the organizations that 
administered the OCI and differences in their financial 
performance. Each hypotheses was examined at six points in time, 
the year the organization administered the OCI, and every year for 
five years before that. Organizations were categorized using three 
industry codes. Manufacturing, Service, and Telecommunications/ 
Computer. 
Hypothesis 2a: There is no significant difference in financial 






Hypothesis 2b: There is no significant difference in financial 




Hypothesis 2c: There is no significant difference in financial 
performance measured by Cost of Capital across industry types. 
Hypothesis 2d: There is no significant difference in financial 







Table 3.2 (Continued) 
Hypothesis statement Statistical Procedure 
The third sets of hypotheses seek to determine if there is an effect 
related to the year that an organization administered the 
Organizational Culture Inventory (OCI). The purpose of these 
hypotheses is to determine if the year, or point in time, when an 
organization administered the OCI had a significant impact on its 
financial performance. 
Hypothesis 3a: There is no significant difference between the 
year (the point in time) an organization took the OCI and Market 
Value Added performance. 
Hypothesis 3b: There is no significant difference between the 
year (the point in time) an organization took the OCI and 
Economic Value Added performance. 
Hypothesis 3c: There is no significant difference between the 
year (the p>oint in time) an organization took the OCI and Cost of 
Capital performance. 
Hypothesis 3d: There is no significant difference between the 
year (the point in time) an organization took the OCI and Return 
on Capital performance. 
The fourth hypothesis deals with comparisons among the firms 
who have administered the Organizational Culture Inventory. The 
purpose of this hj^thesis is to determine the similarities and 
differences between the culture norms of the 33 organizations in 
the sample and the larger pool of organizations in the OCI 
database. 
Hypothesis 4: There is no signiHcant difference between the OCI Analysis of 
cluster ratings (constructive, passive/defensive and Variance, t-test 











CHAPTER 4: RESEARCH RESULTS 
Chapter Three outlined the methodology and instrumentation used in this research. 
Chapter Four examines the research results and findings in three sections: 1) Descriptive 
Statistics; 2) Inferential Statistics; and 3) Findings and summary. 
Descriptive Statistics 
The independent variable for this study was a point-in-time measure (OCI) and the 
dependent variables of the study were financial performance the year the organization took 
the OCI and five years previous to its administration using Market Value Added, Economic 
Value Added, Return on Capital and Cost of Capital as indicators of performance. This 
section outlines those variables. 
It should be noted that not every one of the 33 organizations has a financial 
performance value for each year. For example the dependent variable of Market Value 
Added only has performance data for 22 organizations, while the variable of Return on 
Capital has data from 27 organizations. There are a variety of reasons why an organization 
may not have particular performance ratings, such as, it may not have been publicly held on a 
particular year therefore data may not have been collected or reported or perhaps is it a new 
company and no data were available. 
Organizational Culture Inventory (OCI) Measures 
OCI descriptive measures by cluster (Constructive, Passive/Defensive, 
Aggressive/Defensive) are outlined for each of the 33 companies in Table 4.1 and 
summarized collectively in Table 4.2. 
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Table 4.1; Mean scores by OCI style for each of the 33 matched firms 
)mpany in Mean Mean Mean 
sample Constructive" Passive/Defensive'' Aggressive/Defensive' 
style ratings style ratings style ratings 
1 36.68 36.68 24.75 
2 25.32 25.32 23.00 
3 28.27 28.27 21.96 
4 31.13 31.13 28.63 
5 29.65 29.65 21.71 
6 27.79 27.79 22.65 
7 23.63 23.63 22.31 
8 31.33 31.33 27.73 
9 32.13 32.13 26.82 
10 37.60 37.60 23.64 
11 33.38 33.38 28.43 
12 33.92 33.92 27.61 
13 40.63 40.63 21.23 
14 28.83 28.83 22.12 
15 26.27 26.27 21.90 
16 27.28 27.28 21.99 
17 30.94 30.94 28.18 
18 30.01 30.01 22.01 
19 26.48 26.48 20.68 
20 27.19 27.19 22.68 
21 27.43 27.43 22.08 
22 27.80 27.80 16.68 
23 27.22 27.22 22.99 
24 41.41 41.41 23.25 
25 26.18 26.18 22.52 
26 26.54 26.54 21.03 
27 25.47 25.47 23.00 
28 27.67 27.67 22.49 
29 35.65 35.65 24.28 
30 26.92 26.92 19.99 
31 33.28 33.28 30.67 
32 26.23 26.23 27.11 
33 28.30 28.30 21.05 
" The Constructive style is made up of four norms: Humanistic-Encouraging, Affliative, 
Achievement and Self-Actualizing. 
'' The Passive/Defensive style is made up of four norms: Approval, Conventional, Dependent, 
Avoidance. 
The Aggressive/Defensive style is made up four norms: Oppositional, Power, Competitive, 
Perfectionistic 
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Table 4.2: Mean and Standard Deviation scores by OCI styles and norms for the 
collective sample of 33 firms 
OCI Style Mean Std. Range Minimum Maximum 
Deviation 
Constructive 
OCI 1 Humanistic-Encouraging 29.65 5.00 20.63 21.94 42.57 
OCI 2 Affliative 30.77 4.73 17.83 24.90 42.73 
OCI 11 Achievement 31.45 4.36 15.75 25.91 41.66 
OCI 12 Self-Actualizing 27.95 4.38 17.86 21.75 39.61 
Total 119.82 17.82 71.14 94.51 165.65 
Passive/ Defensive 
OCI 3 Approval 24.44 3.64 15.28 16.20 31.48 
OCI 4 Conventional 25.83 3.16 13.07 20.33 33.40 
OCI 5 Dependent 27.56 3.46 13.48 22.00 35.48 
OCI 6 Avoidance 19.78 2.96 10.55 15.19 25.74 
Total 97.62 12.39 44.53 76.80 121.33 
Aggressive/Defensive 
OCI 7 Oppositional 20.62 2.66 10.16 16.60 26.76 
OCI 8 Power 23.57 3.53 14.63 15.30 29.93 
OCI 9 Competitive 23.15 3.40 16.23 14.30 30.53 
OCI 10 Perfectionistic 26.86 3.59 16.39 20.50 36.89 
Total 94.21 12.06 55.98 66.70 122.68 
Standardized Market Value Added (SMVA) 
Of the original 33 companies in the study, 22 had MVA ratings that were standardized. Of 
the 22 companies, six were Manufacturing firms, nine were Service firms, and seven were 
Telecommunication/Computers firms. Those ratings can be found on Table 4.3. The codes of 
0-5 on the table next to the SMVA label refer to the year, for example SMVAO, refers to the 
year the OCI was administered, SMVA 1 refers to the year prior to the administration of the 
OCI. 
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Table 4.3: Standardized Market Value Added Ratings 
Standardized Industry codes Mean Std. N 
MVA Deviation 
SMVAO Manufacturing 36.79 69.11 6 
Service 668.93 824.84 9 
Telecom/Comp 929.73 2030.29 7 
Total 579.51 1251.61 22 
SMVA 1 Manufacturing 259.33 579.22 6 
Service 589.88 549.10 9 
Telecom/Comp 680.21 1556.04 7 
Total 528.47 957.40 22 
SMVA2 Manufacturing 163.69 376.13 9 
Service 446.08 412.61 9 
Telecom/Comp 874.66 1515.72 7 
Total 505.43 913.93 22 
SMVA 3 Manufacturing 58.43 136.59 6 
Service 408.29 407.55 9 
T elecom/Comp 924.69 1904.37 7 
Total 477.18 1105.79 22 
SMVA 4 Manufacturing 13.49 46.36 6 
Service 331.36 284.47 9 
Telecom/Comp 1672.63 3644.31 7 
Total 671.44 2081.66 22 
SMVA 5 Manufacturing 17.66 76.24 6 
Service 329.55 264.16 9 
Telecom/Comp 3464.35 8286.63 7 
Total 1241.92 4698.81 22 
Standardized Economic Value Added (SEVA) 
Of the original 33 companies in the study, 22 had EVA ratings that were standardized for 
each of the six years examined. Of the 22 companies, six were Manufacturing firms, nine 
were Service firms, and seven were Telecommunication/Computers firms. Those ratings can 
be found on Table 4.4. 
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Table 4.4: Standardized Economic Value Added Ratings 
Standardized Industry codes Mean Std. N 
EVA Deviation 
SEVAO Manufacturing -101.04 403.38 6 
Service 239.68 396.39 9 
Telecom/Comp 65.25 362.83 7 
Total 91.25 395.52 22 
SEVA 1 Manufacturing -144.98 399.47 6 
Service 316.61 252.40 9 
Telecom/Comp 188.97 307.22 7 
Total 150.11 355.66 22 
SEVA2 Manufacturing -42.87 349.30 6 
Service 322.09 308.22 9 
T elecom/Comp 57.83 267.39 7 
Total 138.47 334.18 22 
SEVA 3 Manufacturing -253.61 172.95 6 
Service 186.75 404.05 9 
T elecom/Comp 190.82 159.01 7 
Total 67.94 342.30 22 
SEVA 4 Manufacturing -427.97 225.93 6 
Service 188.50 226.90 9 
Telecom/Comp 21.34 281.22 7 
Total -32.82 347.77 22 
SEVA 5 Manufacturing -579.13 321.05 6 
Service 122.16 272.05 9 
Telecom/Comp -6.63 392.65 7 
Total -110.08 431.66 22 
Cost of Capital 
Of the original 33 companies, 27 had Cost of Capital ratings that were standardized for 
each of the six years in the study. Of the 27 companies with Cost of Capital ratings, seven 
were Manufacturing, 12 were Service and eight were Telecommunications/ Computers. 
Those ratings can be found on Table 4.5. 
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Table 4^: Cost of Capital Ratings 
Cost of Industry codes Mean Std. N 
Capital Deviation 
CCO Manufacturing 10.25 1.47 7 
Service 10.88 1.61 12 
Telecom/Comp 12.15 2.81 8 
Total 11.09 2.05 27 
CC 1 Manufacturing 10.28 .993 7 
Service 11.89 1.74 12 
Telecom/Comp 12.74 2.25 8 
Total 11.76 1.94 27 
CC 2 Manufacturing 10.93 1.16 7 
Service 11.70 1.73 12 
Telecom/Comp 13.54 2.78 8 
Total 12.05 2.18 27 
CC 3 Manufacturing 10.99 1.72 7 
Service 12.04 1.93 12 
Telecom/Comp 13.08 3.09 8 
Total 12.08 2.34 27 
CC4 Manufacturing 11.26 1.51 7 
Service 12.28 1.98 12 
Telecom/Comp 13.74 3.29 8 
Total 12.45 2.45 27 
CCS Manufacturing 11.39 1.38 7 
Service 12.19 2.05 12 
Telecom/Comp 13.47 3.35 8 
Total 12.36 2.42 27 
Return on Capital 
Of the original 33 companies in the study, 27 had Return on Capital that were 
standardized for each of the six years in the study. Of the 27 companies with Cost of Capital 
ratings, seven were Manufacturing, 12 were Service and eight were Telecommunications/ 
Computer. Those ratings can be found on Table 4.6. 
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Table 4.6: Return On Capital Ratings 
Return on Industry codes Mean Std. N 
Capital Deviation 
RCO Manufacturing 9.60 6.46 7 
Service 14.44 5.20 12 
Telecom/Comp 14.64 14.05 8 
Total 13.25 8.89 27 
RC I Manufacturing 9.88 7.80 7 
Service 16.06 5.68 12 
Telecom/Comp 19.99 13.71 8 
Total 15.66 9.65 27 
RC 2 Manufacturing 11.14 4.06 7 
Service 15.79 5.79 12 
T elecom/Comp 17.44 13.43 8 
Total 15.08 8.52 27 
RC 3 Manufacturing 8.87 1.89 7 
Service 15.09 6.55 12 
Telecom/Comp 20.13 13.47 8 
Total 14.98 9.28 27 
RC4 Manufacturing 6.59 4.33 7 
Service 14.23 5.77 12 
Telecom/Comp 21.15 15.36 8 
Total 14.31 10.60 27 
RC5 Manufacturing .3524 9.42 7 
Service 13.09 5.80 12 
Telecom/Comp 20.90 16.72 8 
Total 12.10 13.09 27 
Inferential Statistics 
Hypotheses were tested using one-way ANOVA and indep>endent t-tests. Tests of 
between-subjects and parameter estimates are outlined on pages 71-72. A Type I error, 
rejecting the null hypothesis when it is true, was set at p= .05 level of significance for this 
analysis. 
58 
Tests of hypothesis 
The first set of hypotheses focus on financial performance and OCI rating. Each of 
the hypotheses was examined at six points in time, the year the organization administered the 
OCI, and every year for five years before that. The OCI measures three culture types. 
Constructive, Passive/Defensive, and Aggressive/Defensive culture. 
Hypothesis la: There is no significant relationship between the financial performance 
measure of Market Value Added and culture style. 
There appears to be a negative correlation at the p < .05 level of significance for all 
six points in time measured between Passive/Defensive style cultures and MVA. The 
correlation is significant at the p = .038 level for the year the OCI was taken; p = .022 the 
year before the OCI was taken; p = .020 two years before the OCI; p = .020 three years 
before the OCI; p = .011 four years before the OCI; and at the p = .010 level five years 
before the OCI. These results indicate that the higher the intensity of the Passive/Defensive 
culture, the lower an organization's Market Value Added. 
While not significant, in years four and five the Aggressive/Defensive style is moving 
toward statistical significance. Four years before the OCI was taken there is a p = .057 level 
of significance, and five years before the OCI the significance level is p = .054. This would 
indicate that the greater the intensity of the Aggressive/Defensive culture, the lower the 
Market Value Added in years four and five. Table 4.7 outlines the comparisons of MVA and 
OCI type for the 22 companies with MVA ratings. 
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Table 4.7 t-test results for Market Value Added measures and OCI type. 
Culture Typ>e The year One year Two years Three Four years Five years 
OCI was prior to prior to years prior prior to prior to 
administered OCI OCI to OCI OCI OCI 
-.959 -.655 -.720 ^783 -.802 ^845 
2.280» -2.553* -2.612* -2.590* -2.918** -2.931** 






* p < .05 
** p < .01 
Hypothesis lb: There is no significant relationship between the financial performance 
measure of Economic Value Added and culture style. 
There appears to be no correlation at the p = .05 level of significance when comparing 
the three OCI styles and the measure of Economic Value Added across six points in time. 
Since an alpha value of 0.05 was set to reject the hypothesis, the null hypothesis could not be 
rejected. Table 4.8 outlines the t-test results for Economic Value Added measures and OCI 
type for the 22 companies with EVA ratings. 
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Table 4.8: t-test results for Economic Value Added measures and OCl type. 
Culture Type The year One year Two years Three Four years Five years 
OCI was prior to prior to years prior prior to prior to 
administered OCI OCI to OCI OCI OCI 
Constructive -.02 .312 -.191 -.504 1.026 .875 
Passive/ -.920 -.903 -.213 -.353 -.734 0.17 
Defensive 
Aggressive/ -.104 .468 -.514 -.694 .024 -.007 
Defensive 
* p < .05 
** p < .01 
Hypothesis Ic: There is no significant relationship between the financial performance 
measure of Cost of Capital and culture style. 
There appears to be a negative correlation at the p = .05 level of significance between 
the year an organization took the OCI and the constructive style. The correlation is 
significant at the p = .029 level indicating that the higher the constructive style the lower the 
cost of capital. No other year was significant. Table 4.9 outlines the t-test results for Cost of 
Capital measures and OCI type for the 27 companies with Cost of Capital ratings. 
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Table 4.9 t-test results for Cost of Capital measures and OCI type. 
Culture Type The year One year Two years Three Four years Five years 
CXII was prior to prior to years prior prior to prior to 
administered CXII OCI to OCI OCI OCI 
Constructive -2.35* -1.02 -.22 .392 -.170 .006 
Passive/ .927 .698 .198 .650 .075 -.180 
Defensive 
Aggressive/ -1.13 -1.0 -1.26 -1.75 -1.01 -.910 
Defensive 
* p < .05 
**  p<.0 l  
Hypothesis Id: There is no significant relationship between the financial performance 
measure of Return on Capital and culture style. 
There appears to be no significant correlation at the p = .05 level of significance when 
comparing the three OCI styles and the measure of Return on Capital across a six year time 
frame. Since an alpha value of 0.05 was set to reject the hypothesis, the null hypothesis could 
not be Table 4.10 outlines the t-test results for Return on Capital measures and OCI type for 
the 27 companies with Return on Capital ratings. 
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Table 4.10: t-test results for Return on Capital measures and OCl type. 
Culture Type The year One year Two years Three Four years Five years 
OCI was prior to prior to years prior prior to prior to 
administered OCI OCI to OCI OCI OCI 
L04 -.738 -.837 -.957 ^593 ^46(0 
1.87 -1.82 -1.68 -1.59 -1.14 -.710 






* p < .05 
** p<.01  
The second set of hypotheses focus on the organizations that took the OCI and 
differences in their financial performance. Each hypotheses was examined at six points in 
time, the year the organization administered the OCI, and every year for five years before 
that. Organizations were categorized using three industry codes. Manufacturing, Service, and 
Telecommunications/Computer. The purpose of these hypotheses is to determine if there are 
notable differences between organizations in particular industry types who had taken the 
OCI. 
Hypothesis 2a: There is no significant difference in financial performance measured by 
Market Value Added across industry types. 
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There appears to be no significant correlation at the p = .05 level when comparing the 
correlations between industry type and Market Value Added across a six year time frame. 
Since an alpha value of 0.05 was set to reject the hypothesis, the null hypothesis could not be 
rejected. Table 4.11 outlines the Market Value Added measure and the comparison of 
industry type. 
Table 4.11: Market Value Added measure and the comparison of industry types. 
Industry Type The year One year Two Three Four Five 
comparisons OCI was prior to years years years years 
administered cx:i prior to prior to prior to prior to 
CXZI OCI OCI OCI 
Manufacturing -.668 -.371 -1.04 - l .OI  -1.24 -1.36 
& Tele/comm 
Tele/comm -.33 -.234 -.873 -.822 -1.22 -1.32 
& Service 
* p < .05 
**  p<.01  
Hypothesis 2b: There is no significant difference in financial performance measured by 
Economic Value Added across industry types. 
In years four and five there was a negative significant findings when comparing 
correlations across Manufacturing and Telecommunications/Computer industry types. 
Specifically, the level of significance in year four is p = .012 and in year five the level of 
significance is p = 0.13. Those levels of significance indicate that Telecommunications/ 
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Computer firms had higher Economic Value Added correlations as compared to 
Manufacturing firms. The correlations are stronger the ftirther away, in time, from the OCI 
administration. Table 4.12 outlines the Economic Value Added measure and the comparison 
of industry type. 
Table 4.12: Economic Value Added measure and the comparison of industry types. 
Industry Type The year One year Two Three Four Five 
comparisons OCI was prior to years years years years 
administered OCI prior to prior to prior to prior to 
OCI OCI OCI OCI 
Manufacturing -.228 -1.60 -.127 -1.95 -2.87 -2.83* 
& Tele/comm 
Teie/comm .652 .417 1.34 .055 1.83 .954 
& Service 
* p < .05 
**  p<-01 
Hypothesis 2c: There is no significant difference in financial performance measured by 
Cost of Capital across industry types. 
In years one and two there was a negative significant relationship when comparing 
correlations between Manufacturing and Telecommunications/Computer firms and Cost of 
Capital. The year before the OCI administration the significance level was p = .022 and two 
years before it was p = .042. Table 4.13 outlines the Economic Value Added measure and the 
comparison of industry type. 
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Table 4.13: Cost of Capital measure and the comparison of industry types. 
Industry Type The year One year Two Three Four Five 
comparisons OCT was prior to years years years years 
administered OCI prior to prior to prior to prior to 
OCI OCI OCI OCI 
Manufacturing -1.90 -2.493* -2.167* -1.45 -1.67 -1.32 
cS: Tele/comm 
Tele/comm -1.33 -.913 1.60 -.456 -.917 -.493 
& Service 
* p < .05 
** p<.01 
Hypothesis 2d: There is no significant difference in financial performance measured by 
Return on Capital across industry types. 
There appears to be a negative significant relationship in years three, four and five 
between industry type correlations and Return on Capital. The correlation is significant at the 
p = .040 level of significance in year three; in year four the correlation is significant at p = 
.017 level of significance; and in year five the significance is at the p = .004 level. This 
indicates that Telecommunications/Computer firms had higher Return on Capital correlations 
as compared to Manufacturing firms in this study. Table 4.14 outlines the Return on Capital 
measure and the comparison of industry type. 
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Table 4.14: Return on Capital measure and the comparison of industry types. 
Industry Type The year One year Two Three Four Five 
comparisons OCI was prior to years years years years 
administered OCI prior to prior to prior to prior to 
OCI OCI OCI OCI 
Manufacturing -.893 -1.98 -1.16 -2.19* -2.61* -3.24* 
& Tele/comm 
Tele/comm -.410 -1.27 -.712 -1.22 -1.06 -.864 
& Service 
* p < .05 
* *  P<-01  
The third sets of hypotheses seek to determine if there is an effect related 
to the year an organization administered the OCI. The purpose of these hypotheses is to 
determine if the year, or point in time, when an organization administered the OCI had a 
significant impact on its financial performance. Table 4.15 compares Market Value Added, 
Economic Value Added, Cost of Capital and Return on Capital measures with the year the 
OCI was administered. 
Hypothesis 3a: There is no significant difference between the year (the point in time) an 
organization took the OCI and Market Value Added performance. 
There was no significant correlation at the p = .05 level between Market Value Added 
ratings and the year an organization administered the OCI. Since an alpha value of 0.05 was 
set to reject the hypothesis, the null hypothesis could not be rejected. 
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Table 4.15: Comparison of Market Value Added, Economic Value Added, Cost of 
Capital and Return on Capital measures with the year the OCI was administered. 
Performance The year One year Two years Three Four years Five years 
Measures OCI was prior to prior to years prior prior to prior to 
administered OCI OCI to OCI OCI OCI 
MVA -1.46 -.780 -1.24 -1.47 -1.51 -1.36 
EVA .182 .906 .380 -.832 -1.45 -.366 
Cost of -1.32 -.816 -1.82 -2.15* -1.77 -2.57* 
Capital 
Return on -.154 .173 -.535 -1.99 -2.48* -1.47 
Capital 
* p < .05 
* *  P < - 0 1  
Hypothesis 3b: There is no significant difference between the year (the point in time) an 
organization took the CXI!I and Economic Value Added performance. 
There was no significant correlation at the p = .05 level between Economic Value 
Added ratings and the year an organization administered the OCI. Since an alpha value of 
0.05 was set to reject the hypothesis, the null hypothesis could not be rejected. 
Hypothesis 3c: There is no significant difference between the year (the point in time) an 
organization took the OCI and Cost of Capital performance. 
In years three and five there is a negative significant correlation between the year the 
OCI was taken and Cost of Capital performance. It appears that Cost of Capital ratings are 
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higher, the greater the distance from the administration of the CXTI. There is a p = .044 level 
of significance in year three and a p = .018 level of significance in year five. 
The negative significance indicates the Cost of Capital was higher the further away 
from the OCI was administration. That outcome could be the result of a host of 
environmental moderators such as overall market trends as well as political or social 
happenings. There doesn't seem to be a pattern, or there would have been some effect in 
years one, three, and five or years three, four and five. 
Hypothesis 3d: There is no significant difference between the year (the p>oint in time) an 
organization took the OCI and Return on Capital performance. 
There appears to be a negative significant correlation at the p = .05 level for year four. 
The correlation is significant at the p = .022 level. This indicates that the Return on Capital 
ratings were higher for the sample four years before the administration of the OCI. There 
does not seem to be a pattern because significance was not reached on any other year. 
The fourth hypothesis deals with comparisons among the firms who have 
taken the OCI. 
Hypotheses 4: There is no significant difference between the OCI cluster ratings 
(Constructive, Passive/Defensive and Aggressive/Defensive) across industry types 
(Manufacturing, Service, and Telecommunications/Computer). 
There is a significant difference in the distribution of the industry types between the 
33 matched firms and the pool of 162 organizations that did not have matched financial data. 
In particular, there is a higher relative incidence of Manufacturing and Telecommunications/ 
Computer firms among the 33 matched firms and a relatively lower incidence of Service 
firms. Table 4.16 outlines the differences in the distribution of firms. 
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Table 4.16: Comparison of matched and non-matched firms 
Industry Code Pool of 162 organizations 
with no financial match 
Pool of 33 organizations with 
financial performance match 
Manufacturing Count: 37 Count: 8 
Service Count: 107 Count: 15 
T elecommunications/ 
Computer 





This indicates that service firms were under-represented in the matched pool. In 
examining the employee sizes, comparing the 33 matched firms with the larger pool of 162 
organizations, there was no statistically meaningful difference in size between the two sets of 
firms. 
A factor anailysis was run for the entire OCI database (195 firms) to determine if there 
was a single dimension for each of the (X!I scales. In each case it appears that the summated 
scores for the three CXII styles (Constructive, Passive/Defensive, Aggressive/Defensive) 
were appropriately unidimensional as is illustrated in Table 4.17. 
A one-way Analysis of Variance was run to determine if there were statistically 
significant differences in mean levels of key variables between the 33 firms with OCI and 
matched financial data and the other 162 non-matched firms. Table 4.18 outlines the findings 
relative to the Aggressive/Defensive style. There is a significant difference (p = .0243) in 
Aggressive/Defensive means, the means are higher (94.2062) for the matched group of 33 
firms than for the other firms in the OCI database (89.2532). 
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Table 4.17: Means and Standard Deviations for entire OCI population. 
OCI Style Mean Standard Deviation 
Constructive Style 
Humanistic- 28.65783 4.55576 
Encouraging 
Affiliative 30.45529 4.27911 
.A.chievement 30.06388 4.24403 
Self-Actualizing 26.54105 4.05439 
Passive Defensive 
Approval 23.69990 3.4026 
Conventional 25.76564 2.85393 
Dependent 27.24424 3.04835 
Avoidance 19.73257 3.12861 
Aggressive/Defensive 
Oppositional 20.22300 2.72183 
Power 22AOA12 3.31096 
Competitive 21.48478 3.46493 
Perfectionistic 25.97891 3.24773 
Tables 4.19 presents an Analysis of Variance comparing the sample of 33 firms with 
matched financial data with the 162 firms in the CXZI database on the Constmctive Style 
norm. The findings indicate there is no statistical difference in mean levels between the 
groups. Table 4.20 presents an Analysis of Variance comparing the sample firms with the 
firms in the CXTI database on the Passive/Etefensive norm. The findings suggest there are no 
statistically significant differences between the groups. 
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Table 4.18: Analysis of variance relating Aggressive/Defensive style between matched 
and non-matched firms. 
Source D.F. Sum of Squares Mean F F 
Squares ration Prob 
Between 1 672.5573 672.5573 5.1527 .0243 
Groups 
Within 193 25191.1310 130.5240 
Groups 
Total 194 25863.6883 
Count Mean Standard Standard 
Deviation Error 
Group 0 162 89.25 11.29 .88 
Group 1 33 94.20 12.06 2.10 
Total 195 90.09 11.55 .83 
Table 4.19: Analysis of variance relating Constructive style between matched and non-
matched firms. 
Source D.F. Sum of Squares Mean F F 
Squares ration Prob 
Between 1 669.6659 669.6659 2.47 .117 
Groups 
Within 193 52267.1724 270.8144 
Groups 
Total 194 52936.8384 
Count Mean Standard Standard 
Deviation Error 
Group 0 162 114.8817 16.1717 1.27 
Group 1 33 119.8240 17.8202 3.102 
Total 195 115.7180 16.1588 1.1829 
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Table 4.20: Analysis of variance relating Passive/Defensive style between matched and 
non-matched firms. 








1 54.9158 54.9158 .4101 .5227 
Within 
Groups 
193 25842.4675 133.8988 












Group 1 33 97.61 12.38 2.15 
Total 195 96.44 11.55 .83 
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CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
This chapter presents a review of the study, examines the findings reported in the 
previous chapter and provides recormnendations for future work in the area of corporate 
culture and organizational performance. 
Summary of the Study 
The primary purpose of the study was to investigate the relationship between 
corporate culture as reported by employees and company performance. Denison's study 
indicated a relationship between culture and future financial performance; in an effort to 
contribute to the ioiowledge of the culture performance relationship, this study looked back 
to see if past performance suggested culture ratings. The researcher was provided with 
culture data from 195 organizations that had administered the Organizational Culture 
Inventory (OCI). That culture data was matched with financial performance data from the 
Stem Stewart Performance 1000 Index, which provides data on the top 1000 publicly-held 
firms. Four measures of financial performance were examined in this study: Market Value 
Added, Economic Value Added, Return on Capital and Cost of Capital. 
In total 33 organizations had both financial measures and culture data and were 
included in the study. In addition, the entire OCI data pool was examined and compared with 
the 33 firms in the study to determine similarities and differences. Due to the small sample 
size in the study, organizations were grouped into three industry categories or types: 
Manufacturing, Service, or Teleconmiunications/Computer. Of the pool of 33 organizations. 
Eight are Manufacturing, 15 are Service, and 10 are Telecommunications/Computer. 
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The culture data were provided to the researcher by Human Synergistics International 
for the purposes of suppKJrting this research effort and to leam more about the relationship 
between the CXTI instrument and performance over time. The Performance 1000 Index 
database was provided in full by Stem Stewart & Company to support this research effort 
through financial or organizational performance data. 
This study sought to extend Denison's work correlating corporate culture and 
financial performance over time. Denison used data from 34 companies whose members had 
taken one of several versions of the Survey of Organizations (SCX)) and compared those 
results with financial data taken from COMPUSTAT Standard and Poor's statistical service. 
In his study, Denison correlated culture data with financial performance the year an 
organization took the SOO and every year after that for five years. He was seeking to 
determine the effect of culture on the future performance of an organization. 
This study sought to determine if past performance could provide insight into future 
culture ratings, in which case, financial data was secured the year an organization 
administered the OCI and every year for five years prior to its administration. The study 
overall is a postdiction, not a prediction. Because of the inversion of time ordering, it is 
impossible to interpret the results of the analysis in causal terms. 
A repeated measures design involves comparing variables with one another several 
times, or in the case of this study, across six points in time. For example, the OCI rating was 
measured at six points in time against the measures of MVA, EVA, Return on Capital and 
Cost of Capital ratings. "Repeated measures designs involve measuring an individual two or 
more times on the dependent variable" (Hinkle, 1994, p. 342). 
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Research Findings 
There are four major categories of findings in this study relative to culture and 
performance. These findings and their significance to this study are presented in this section. 
Culture and flnancial outcomes 
The study reveals a negative significant correlation between organizations with 
Passive/Defensive culture types and their Market Value Added ratings across each of the six 
years examined. That outcome indicates that Passive/Defensive cultures have lower Market 
Value Added ratings. Passive/Defensive cultures are characterized by four norms; Approval, 
Conventional, E>ependent and Avoidance. These types of cultures are highly bureaucratic and 
structured, focused on rules, procedures and heavy supervision. Independent thinking and 
action are subordinate to pleasing management and maintaining the status quo. 
Members are expected to do whatever it takes to please others (particularly 
supervisors) and avoid interpersonal conflicts. Personal beliefs, ideas, and judgement 
take a back seat to rules, procedures, and orders - all of which are to followed without 
question. As a result, organizations with Passive/Defensive cultures experience quite 
a bit of unresolved conflict and turnover and their members report relatively low 
levels of motivation and satisfaction (CXHI Interpretation & Development Guide, p. 
33). 
The lower MVA ratings are not surprising because the environment of 
Passive/Defensive style organizations is internally focused discouraging risk taking, 
innovation, and quality. "The philosophies, values, and beliefs behind Passive/Defensive 
cultures stand in stark contrast to the current trends toward empowerment, employee 
involvement, TQM, continuous improvement, and reengineering" (p. 35). 
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The other significant financial outcome was the negative correlation between Cost of 
Capital and the Constructive style the year the OCI was administered. This suggests that 
firms with high constructive ratings had lower capital costs, which is a positive outcome. 
Cost of Capital is the weighted average cost of debt and equity capital. "Capital is in 
principle a measure of all the cash raised from investors or retained from earnings to fund 
new investments in the business since the company's inception" (Stem Stewart 8c Company, 
Performance 1000 Index, 1997, p. 16). According to Ehrbar (1998) organizations should 
develop strategies to minimize the cost of capital. 
The Constructive style culture is made up of four norms: Humanistic-Encouraging, 
Affliative, Achievement, and Self-Actualizing. This style is highly collaborative and results 
oriented, and is rated overall as an optimal or ideal culture. 
Organizations with Constructive cultures encourage members to work to their full 
potential, resulting in high levels of motivation, satisfaction, teamwork, service 
quality, and sales growth... Constructive cultural norms are evident in environments 
where quality is valued over quantity; creativity is valued over conformity; 
cooperation is believed to lead to better results than competition; and effectiveness is 
judged at the systems level rather that the component level. (OCI Interpretation 8c 
Development Guide, p. 13). 
This type of culture is most often rated as the ideal or preferred culture. "Constructive 
cultures tend to characterize the ideal culture profiles generated by CEOs, top managers, mid 
and lower level managers, and employees of organizations in a variety of industries" (p. 15). 
Culture and Industry Type 
There were significant negative correlations when comparing Manufacturing and 
Telecommunications/Computer industry types with Economic Value Added (EVA), Cost of 
Capital, and Return on Capital ratings. 
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The findings comparing EVA and industry type correlations suggest that 
Telecommunications/ Computer firms, four and five years before the OCI was administered, 
had higher EVA ratings than Manufacturing firms. EVA is the measure of an organization's 
wealth or true economic profit. According to Martin and Tobias (1996), it is "a measurement 
tool that determines whether a business is earning more that its true cost of capital. This gives 
managers a clearer idea of whether they are creating (or destroying) shareholder wealth" (p. 
I). The EVA and industry type correlations suggest that Telecommunications/Computer 
firms created more value for their shareholders, or wealth, than did Manufacturing firms four 
and five years before the OCI was administered. This slippage in EVA ratings may have been 
one variable that prompted organizations to assess their culture. 
When comparing Cost of Capital ratings with the three industry types, there was a 
negative correlation between Telecommunications/Computer and Manufacturing firms, the 
year before and two years before the CXZI was administered. These correlations indicate that 
the Cost of Capital is higher among Telecommunications/Computer firms. The higher cost 
could be due to the nature of the dynamic industry type, the costs associated with 
technologies and fluctuations in the market. 
Another comparison between Telecommunications/Computer and Manufacturing 
firms indicates that three, four and five years before the OCI was administered the Return on 
Capital was higher for Telecommunications/Computer firms. Return on Capital refers to after 
tax cash-on-cash yield earned in the business earnings. This finding suggests that 
Manufacturing firms had less Return on Capital investments. A correlation exists in years 
three, four and five, but not in earlier years. 
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The effect of the year the OCI was administered 
The findings comparing the point in time a firm administered the OCI and financial 
performance are inconsistent. This measure looks at the many different administration dates 
of the 33 firms to determine if the particular year a firm administered the OCI had an effect. 
There is a significant negative correlation between Cost of Capital in years three and five 
which indicates that capital costs were higher the further away you move from the OCI 
administration. There also appeared to be a significant negative correlation between Return 
on Capital ratings four years before the OCI administration which indicates that in that fourth 
year return rates were higher. 
The results do not suggest a strong overall influence of the year variable in this study. 
Caution is taken in interpreting these results because there are a host of exogenous influences 
that effect expenses and returns in any one given year. 
OCI data comparisons 
The OCI database contained culture ratings for 195 organizations, 33 of which were 
publicly held and were matched with financial data. The purpose of scrutinizing this data was 
to determine if the 33 firms were representative relative to culture style and industry type of 
the larger pool of 162 non-matched firms (OCI ratings only). The findings suggest that there 
is a significant difference between the groups, in that service firm representation among the 
33 matched firms was lower than in the larger pool. 
When examining the OCI categories or clusters of Constructive, Passive/Defensive 
and Aggressive/Defensive there does appear to be a significant difference between the 33 
firms and the larger population on the Aggressive/Defensive style. Specifically, the matched 
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set had higher ratings for the Aggressive/Defensive style than the non-matched firms; the 
Constructive and Passive/Defensive styles were not significantly different. While the 
Aggressive/Defensive ratings were slightly higher, when comparing the OCI ratings and the 
performance data for the 33 matched firms the Aggressive/Defensive style did not appear 
significant across any measures. 
Conclusions 
This study makes some assumptions regarding the measurement of culture and its 
relationship to performance. One assumption is that culture can be measured using a survey 
instrument and that the OCI is an appropriate instrument to capture culture from the 
participants' point of view. Overall the firms in the sample had slightly higher Constructive 
ratings than the other two styles, that finding may suggest that firms that are likely to 
administer the OCI do already have some Constructive type characteristics which may make 
them aware enough of their environment to administer an assessment. This study found 
significant results for two of the three OCI styles. Constructive and Passive/Defensive. The 
ideal organizational profile proposed by Human Synergistics (outlined on Table 2.3 page 36) 
suggests that organizations should have higher percentile ratings of Constructive style norms 
followed by Aggressive/Defensive norms and then Passive/Defensive norms. This study did 
not reveal any significant findings relative to the Aggressive/Defensive style, this suggests 
that more and varied research of each of the styles is warranted. 
Another assumption of the study is that the four financial measures selected are 
appropriate performance indicators. The design of the study required a match between 
culture and financial data sets, it is recognized, however, that there are a host of internal and 
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external determinants that affect organizational performance outside of the four measures 
selected here. The overall conclusions that follow present one way to interpret the outcomes 
of this study. 
Market Value Added (MVA) ratings are indications of an organization's ability to 
efficiently and successfully manage scarce resources. These results indicate that at six p>oints 
in time that the Passive/Defensive cultures did not perform well on this measure. This finding 
may be useful to firms that track MVA because a pattern of low ratings on this measure 
could suggest a need to administer a cultural assessment to examine the effects of their 
internal environment on performance. 
Constructive style cultures appear to have lower capital costs the year they took the 
OCI. The lower capital cost rating the year the culture was assessed could signal a variety of 
things, such as: there may be a new CEO or new leadership that is interesting in assessing the 
culture the first year of their tenure; or perhaps the fact that the culture is being assessed 
could impact work processes and efficiencies. This finding supports Denison's findings." .. 
companies with a culture that encourages the development of adaptable work methods 
linking behavior of individuals to the goals of an organization are much more likely to 
perform well" (p. 62). 
Significant industry type differences in this study rested between 
Telecommunications/Computer and Manufacturing firms. The analysis of variance illustrated 
that the sample had significantly less representation among service firms as compared to the 
entire pool of 162 non-matched firms in the OCI database. Overall there were more service 
firms in the sample than the other two types. Specifically, Eight firms were Manufacturing, 
15 were Service and 10 were Telecommunications/Computer. This seems to indicate that 
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overall, more service firms administered the OCI. Since the sample of the 33 matched firms 
was a sample of convenience, not random, it is difficult to assume that more service firms 
would have changed the outcomes, that may or may not have been in the case. 
Based on the results it appears that in years four and five EVA and Return on Capital 
ratings are significantly different between Telecommunications/Computer and 
Manufacturing firms; in years one and two Cost of Capital rating are significant and in year 
three Return on Capital ratings are significant. This indicates that in some years 
Telecommunications/Computer firms costs may have been higher, but their gains were 
greater than Manufacturing firms. 
The 33 matched firms seemed to be representative of the larger CXZI database 
population in terms of the mean populations, however the matched firms had higher levels of 
Aggressive/Defensive styles and had fewer service industries represented. 
Recommendations 
This section proposes recommendations for future research based on the outcomes of 
this study. The recommendations are categorized into four groupings: sample size, future 
focused measures, instrumentation, and qualitative measures. 
Sample size 
The small size of organizations with OCI and financial performance data proved to be 
problematic. Because there were only 33 matched firms, three industry groups were created 
in order to have substantial enough data to compare and secure significant results. The three 
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industry groupings started as the 20 industry groupings used by Stem Stewart but were 
collapsed into three larger categories. 
In fijture research it would be beneficial to have a larger sample size across a broader 
range of industries allowing greater differentiation between industries using more refined 
codes. The danger of the broad categories is over interpretation of the results. 
Future focused measures 
The focus on past performance was driven by the data. The CXZI database contained 
data on 195 companies, only 33 had financial performance matches, and of those 33 fifteen 
had administered the OCI in 1997 or later. Performance data was available from 1985 -
1998 which meant that examining performance in the future was not option. Since the 
Performance iOOO Index provided ample past performance ratings it was decided to utilize 
the performance rating the year a company administered the CX^I and five years prior; in 
short, it was decided to look back instead of forward. 
It would be helpful for future research if both past and future ratings could be utilized 
to obtain a comprehensive look at the relationship between culture and performance. 
Instrumentation 
The Organizational Cultural Inventory is one of many tools that can be used to assess 
culture. The inventory allows for a common language and references when discussing the 
topic of culture. While it is a popular and well studied tool, it does assume that those 
completing the instrument have a common understanding for some complex words, phrases, 
and concepts. For example, the instrument asks the extent to which, on a five-point scale. 
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people are expected or implicitly required to "take few chances", interpretations of taking 
chances can vary greatly and may be influenced by the type of business an organization is in. 
Additionally, the interpretation of the instrument suggests that there is an ideal or preferred 
culture. Goffee and Jones (1996) maintain that there is not one appropriate culture, the most 
appropriate culture is the one that fits an organization's dynamic internal and external 
environment and allows it to stay competitive. 
Clarifying interpretations of the words and phrases on the OCI could assist in 
securing common understandings among participants completing the inventory. Also, 
coupling the data collected from the OCI with interviews, observations and archival analysis 
could assist in uncovering values and basic assumptions unique to an organization. 
Qualitative Measures 
There is much debate in the literature about the appropriateness of quantifying 
culture. It is suggested that smdies in the future balance the quantitative approach with 
qualitative insights about different organizations. An exploration of the history, business 
environment, founders, and language of organizations can provide a rich and fiill 
understanding of the complexity and design of the organization, which cannot be captured on 
a survey. Denison contends that the qualitative analysis coupled with the quantitative 
research in his study provided many meaningful insights. 
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APPENDIX A. COPY OF THE ORGANIZATIONAL CULTURE INVENTORY 
Organizational Culture Inventory 
Every organization has its own culture and set of exp>ectations for its members. For 
example, some organizations are "corripetitive" and members feel that they must 
out-perform one another; other organizations are "cooperative" and members are 
more likely to feel they should work together as a team. 
This inventory presents a list of 96 statements which describe some of the behav­
iors that might be expected or implicitly required of members of organizations. 
Please read each statement and indicate the extent to which the behavior de­
scribed helps people to "fit in* and meet expectations in your organization. 
When responding to the statements, you might find it helpful to consider the behav­
iors expected and rewarded by people in higher positions. Please keep in mind 
that ail the statements refer to the way people within your organization are ex­
pected to deal with one another rather than with people extemal to the organiza­
tion. 
Instructions 
Please think about what it takes for you and people like yourself (e.g., your co­
workers, people in similar positions) to "fit in' and meet expectations in your organi­
zation. Selecting from the response options below, indicate the extent to which 
each of the behaviors listed on the following pages is expected. 
1. Not at all • CD CD CD CD 
2. To a slight extent • CD CD CD 
3. To a moderate extent CD © • CD CD 
4. To a great extent ® CD CD • CD 
5. To a very great extent CD CD CD CD • 
Please observe the following when marking your answers: 
1. Use a No. 2 pencil, not ink or ballpoint pens. 
2. Fill in your answer "bubble" completely as shown above. 
3. Erase completely any answers you wish to change. 
4. Do not mark any other part of the answer sheet. 
5. Mark only one response per question. 
Confidentiality 
Your answers are confidential. They will be computer scored, combined with 
the responses of others, and summarized in group profiles to be used exclu­
sively for organizational change and development purposes. No individual 
responses will be reported. 
Copyright© 1994 Human Synergistics. Inc. All Rights Reserved. 
Research and development by Robert A. Cooke. Ph.D. andJ. Clayton Lafferty, Ph.D. 
85 
To what extent are people expact-J o" requited to ... ? 
To a very yreat extent 
To a great extent 
To £t moderate extent 
To a slight extent 
Not at uti 
point out flaws ©CD®®® 
show connern for the needs of others .. ® ® ® ® ® 
involve others in decisions 
a f f e c t i n g  t h e m  O ® ® ® ®  
resolve conflicts constructively ®®®®® 
l>e supportive of others o®®®® 
do things for the approval of others ® ® ® ® ® 
go along with others ffl®®®® 
win against others o®®®® 
work to achieve self-set goals ®®®®® 
accept goals without questioning them . CD ® ® ® ® 
never challenge superiors ®®®®® 
do what is expected ©®®®® 
oppose new ideas o®®®® 
help others to grow and develop ©®®®® 
give positive rewards to others ®®®®® 
agree with everyone ®®®®® 
stay conscious of fashion ®®®®® 
make sure they are accepted by others . ® ® ® ® ® 
be seen and noticed O®®®® 
explore alternatives before acting ® ® ® ® ® 
take on uhcillcnging tasks CO ® ® ® Cv 
be n good follower © ® ® ® ® 
pleaf^o tlioso in pusitinns of aulhorily... ©® ® ® CS 
bo liJird to iiripresi: © ® ® ® ® 
To a very greai extent 
To a great extent 
To a moderate extent 
To a slight extent 
Not at all 
look for mistcikes o®®®CD 
oppose things indirectly ®®®®CD 
encourage others ®®®®© 
back up those with the most authority .. ® ® ® ® CD 
switch priorities to please others ®®®®® 
compete rather than cooperate ®®®®CD 
never appear to lose ®®®®® 
set moderately difficult goals ®®®®® 
pursue a standard of excellence ®®®®® 
work for the sense of accomplishment . ® ® ® ® CD 
follow orders - even when 
t h e y ' r e  w r o n g  ® ® ® ® ®  
check decisions with superiors ®®®®® 
question decisions made by others ® ® ® ® ® 
remain aloof from the situation ®®®®® 
refuse to accept criticism ®®®®® 
help others think for themselves ®®®®® 
be liked by everyone ®®®®® 
out-perform their peers ©®®®® 
be a "winner" ®®®®® 
maintain im image of superiority C D ® ® ® ®  
turn the job into a contest O®®®® 
think ahead and plan ®. ® ® ® ® 
take moderate risks O®®®® 
willingly obey orders ® ® ®) ® ® 
( • (ooHooo l  l ooooBBooooooooov  
DO NOT V/arTE INT! IIS AREA 12425 
>0 1094 human Synergistics, inc AH Rights Reserved 
Roiior.rcf' and by Roncft A 0 and J Ciavton L?.tte»-Tv Pri D • *1 -
''\i ' • :::, .i iJf impAC;, 
. r; 1-. Vi':p/ r-i-rrc • 
To a Qfciii extern 
To :! riicierate exffut 
(o i. r.iight oxturit 
i<<oi at ail 
cooperate v/ith others cD(EhI)1>'jD 
deal with others in n frierHiy, 
pleasant way (D © CS) ® ® 
think in terms of the 
group's satisfaction CDCDOCDCD 
personally take care of every detail CD CD CD ® CD 
not "rock the boat" CDCDCDOCD 
avoid confrontations CDCDQXDd)  
make a "good impression" CDCD(D®CD 
conform CDCDCD®® 
be non-committal ®®®®® 
make "popular" rather than 
n e c e s s a r y  d e c i s i o n s  ® ® ® ® ®  
take few chances ®®®®® 
emphasize quality over quantity ®®®®® 
use good human relations skills ®®®®® 
treat people as more important 
t h a n  t h i n g s  O ® ® ® ®  
use the authority of their position ® ® ® ® ® 
never tnake a mistake ®®®®® 
treat rules as more important 
t h a n  i d e a s  ® ® ® ® ®  
lay low when things cjet tuuijh ® U.' ® 
never be the on<i blamc-d 
for problems ® © ® ® ® 
be concerned about their 
own growth ® ® ® ® ® 
resict conformiiy ®®®®® 
motivatu othori; with "i ieri.:liir!(;j.s O ® •X' ® ^ 15 
be open, warm Oj O 03 O ® 
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H ' i - '  i ' O  . . .  
ft> a very great .".tteni 
To a great extent 
To a niodGrato ozteni 
To a slight extent 
Not cit ad 
stay on the offensive ® ® Ci") ® CD 
build up their power base ®®®®CD 
personally run everything ®®®®® 
set unrealistically high goals ®®®®® 
be precise — even when 
i t ' s  u n n e c e s s a r y  ® ® ® ® ®  
keep on top of everything (D(D(D (DCD 
always follow policies and practices ® ® ® ® ® 
cast aside solutions that seem 
d i f f e r e n t  o r  r i s k y  ® ® @ ® ®  
not get involved o®®®® 
wait for others to act first ®®®®® 
be spontaneous ®®®®® 
be tactful ®®®®® 
act forceful o®®®® 
play "politics" to gain influence ®®®®® 
be hard, tough ®®®®® 
maintain unquestioned authority ®®®®® 
do things perfectly ®®®®© 
appfiar competent and independent ® ® ® ® ® 
pr.Tfiist, endure ® ® ® ® ® 
tit intn tlift "mold". ® ® CD ® ® 
push tlecisions upward ® © ® ® c£; 
be open about self CC © ® ® ® 
orijoy their work © © ® ® 
• hitik in unique and 
inOcpendont ways X- ® (!-• ® ® 
: . Ml their r;»RrsoMa( inttyrity © © © ® ® 
Copyrioh; -f; 1994 Human Synergistics, tnc. Ail R<jhic P.ocofve<J 
Re'^arc."^ cweicoment By Robert A. Cooke. Ph D and J Clayton Lafferr/. Ph.D 
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i i i t '  IK ' fS: M't-wO -' * 
'i'o wttai.-.'.{le-nt... 
iu very n,roat e;rit:i!i 
To a ni ent e:{tftnt 
•fii a iTioo'srat;; f;x;o: it 
fo fi slight extent 
tiut ot ali 
. . .  d o  y o u  clearly know whcii is. 
sxpecte<l ol you as a njembor 
of liiis organiziition? CD CD 'o.- CD CD 
do you rectiive inconaistent 
rnessatjes regarding what is 
expectcic!? CD CD <D CD CD 
. . .  d o  y o u  f e e l  y o u  c o m f o r t a b l y  " f i t  i n "  
as a member of this organization? .. CD ® ® CD ® 
. . .  d o e s  y o u r  j o b  r e q u i r e  y o u  t o  t h i n k  
and behave differently than would 
otherwise be the case? QjCDCDCD® 
. . .  w o u l d  y o u  p e r s o n a l l y  g o  o u t  o f  
your way to make sure that a 
customer/client feels good about 
the service you've provided? CDCDOCD® 
are you satisfied being a member 
of this organization? CDCDCDcDCD 
i'jr.'you K?.V: about i-rjfk.'f/c; tn^ire. 
Tcs a vary groat oxtent 
To a great extent 
To a inccieratt; o;:tfcnt 
To a slight extent 
Not 2t all 
. . .  f l o e s  t h e  o r g a n i z a t i o n  r e s p o n d  
ctfectively to the changing needs 
o f  i t s  c u s t o m e r s / c l i e n t s ?  i D ® ® ® c D  
. . .  d o  y o u  e x p e c t  t o  b e  w i t h  t h i s  
Offlanizatioti two years from now? .. ® ® ® ® ® 
. . .  d o  y o u  b e l i e v e  t h e  o r g a n i z a t i o n  
will get repeat business from its 
p r e s e n t  c u s t o m e r s / c l i e n t s ?  ® ® ® ® ®  
. . .  d o e s  y o u r  o r g a n i z a t i o n  h a v e  a  
reputation for superior customer 
s e r v i c e ?  ® ® ® ® ®  
. . .  w o u l d  y o u  r e c o m m e n d  t h i s  
organization to someone like 
yourself as a good place to work? .. ® ® ® ® ® 
. . .  w o u l d  y o u  r c c o m m e n d  t h i s  
organization to potential 
customers/clients seeking 
the products or services it offers? .. ® ® ® ® ® 
SUPPLEMENTARY QUESTIONS 
/f you received a Survey Addendum with additional questions, please use the spaces 
below to record your responses. (Otherwise proceed to the next section.) 
1. Cu Cu ® ® ® 
2. O ® ® ® ® 
3 .  C D ® ®  ®  ®  
A. ® ® ® ® ® 
!j. CD ® ® ® ® 
G. ® ® ® ® ® 
v. O ® ® ® ® 
!!. G® ® ® ® 
® ® ® g:. 'X> 
i'l. 01' ® ® ci) 
11. ® ® ® ® ® 
in. ® ® ® ® ® 
13. ®®®®® 
14. ® ® ® ® ® 
15. G®®®® 
lb. ® ® ® ® ® 
I V .  ® © ® ® ®  
1( ' . .  O©® ® ® 
I:;. ® ® ®® ® 
'i.L. ® ® ® ® ® 
'O 199^ h.umar. S/tiergreitcs ioL AJI Fiigli;:. '^*js#5fvcd 
dcvotoonicr.t i".y ftoijCfi A. Zqo''-*£. 5'">d J ClayiCfi Lijucily. Pti 0 
21. ®®®®® 
22. ® ® ® ® ® 
23. O ® ® ® ® 
ri'J. O ® ® ® ® 
25. ® ® ® ® ® 
26. ® ® ® ® ® 
27. ® ® ® ® ® 
2'.. ® © ® ® ® 
®  © ® ®  ®  
'Ml ® © ® ® ® 
i'/Joi'O .I'l*--'; Uiiii'; ci'i til'; re.-.''.'. •uitiiinuo. 1» 
31. O®®®® 
32. O ® ® ® ® 
rj3. O ® ® ® ® 
34 .©®®®® 
35. ®®®®© 
.'{fi. © © ® ® © 
37. ® © ® ® © 
'•.8. G © ® ® © 
® © © ® © 
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/t would L'tf vncLii appmcicmxi iv you vvcuid respond to ii.c keriis iteiow. The inso; mciit Ju y^u 
provide.' ^/ill used to idtn-'iSj trends across graupo in your org3ni7.atioii (p.nd io ort 
our vrnjuing re'-^-imrch effort). Your responses wili be trentecl uvitli the strictest con fic ntiality. 
CODE NUMBER I 
Ca) O ® (ID 
OO® CD 
® ® © ® 
® ® ® © 
® ® ® ® 
® ® ® ® 
® ® ® ® 
® ® ® @ 
® ® ® ® 
® ® ® ® 
® ® ® 
oo® 
® ® ® 
®  © ®  
®  ®  ®  
®  ®  ®  
®  ®  ®  
®  ®  ®  
®  ®  ®  
®  ®  ®  
® ® ® 
®oo 
©® ® 
® ® ® 
®® ®l 
©® ® 
® ® ® 
® ® ® 
® ® ® 
® ® ® 
AGE 
O Under 20 
O 20 - 29 
O 30 - 39 
O 40 - 49 
O 50 - 59 
O 60 or over 




O Prefer not to respond 
ETHNIC BACKGROUND 
O Asian 




O Prefer not to respond 
EDUCATION (iriarh iiitjIieiU levol) 
O High scnool 
O Some collet)'.; 
O Associate's/Technical 
degree 
O Bachelor's degree 
O Some Graduate work 
O Master's degree 
O Doctoral degree 
O Other 
O Prefer not to respond 
ORGANIZATIONAL LEVEL 
O Non-management 
O Line management 
(supervising non-manage-
ment personnel) 
O Middle management 
(managing managers) 
O Senior management 




O Prefer not to respond 
SALARY (Annual) 
O $18,000 or less 
O $18,001 to $25,000 
O $25,001 to $35,000 
O $35,001 to $45,000 
O $45,001 to $60,000 
O $60,001 to $75,000 
O $75,001 to $90,000 
O $90,001 plus 
O Prefer not to respond 
YEARS WITH 
ORGANI2L'UlON 
O Less than 6 months 
O 6 months to I year 
O 1 to 2 years 
O 2 to 4 years 
O 4 to 6 years 
O 6 to 10 years 
O 10 to 15 years 
O More than 15 years 


























O Administrative staff 
O Assembly line 
O Consulting 
O Data processing 





O Management (general) 












O Skilled trade 




O Prefer not to respond 
ADDITIONAL ORGANIZATJONAL/OCCUPATIONAL/DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS 
If you received a Survey Addendum requesting additional organizational, occupational 
or demographic information, please use the spaces below to record your responses. 
Q I Q 
1 
1 Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q 
U ® ® U ® ® U ® ® U ® ® U ® ® U ® ® U ® ® U ® ® U ® ® U ® ® 
E ® ® E O® E ®® E ®® E ® ® E ® O E O® E ®® E O® E ® © 
© ® S ©® S ®® S ®® S ® ® S ® ®  S ® ® G ®® S © ® S ® © 
T ® ® T ® ® T ® ® T ® ® T ® ® T ® ® T ®® T ®® T © ® T ® ® 
1 ® ® 1 ® ®  1 ®® 1 ® ® 1 ® ® I ®® 1 ®® 1 ® ® 1 ® ® < ® ® 
O ® ® n ®® O ® ®  O ® ® O ®® O ®® O ®® O ®® O ®® O ® ® 
M ® ® M ® © N © Cs) ® ® N © ® N ® ® N ® ® N ®® N ® ® ® ® 
© © ® ® ©® ®® ® ® o® ® ® ®® © ®  ® ® 
A d) © ©® c ® ® D ® ® E ® ® F CE) ®l G ® ® M ® ® I ® ® .1 ® ® 
® ^  ® ®I ® ® ® ® ® ® ® ® ® ® ® ® ® ® 
;||o C'B G o o • CI) o o o •• c o o o o o o o o o 12425 
DO MOr WRITE lNTi:io AHIIA 
Copyright 15 1994 Human Synergistic;, inc. AJI Righls Reserved 
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APPENDIX B. COMPLETE ORGANIZATIONAL CULTURE INVENTORY DATABASE 
Complete Organizational Culture Inventory Database. 
The first 33 organizations are those matched with financial data. 
Firm 
Number 
OCIl 0CI2 0CI3 OCI4 0CI5 0CI6 0C17 0CI8 OCI9 OCI 10 OCI 11 OCI 12 
1 39.29 40.57 27.57 30.71 32.00 20.86 21.14 26.86 21.14 29.86 34.14 32.71 
2 25.00 25.33 24.67 26.55 27.24 21.12 21.14 23.87 23.48 23.52 27.33 23.62 
3 27.37 29.75 21.70 24.50 26.61 17.49 18.30 21.61 22.61 25.33 29.61 26.34 
4 29.46 31.23 28.26 29.51 31.18 25.25 26.76 29.10 28.90 29.75 33.20 30.63 
5 30.19 30.94 22.00 23.93 24.34 17.34 18.20 21.88 22.13 24.65 30.72 26.75 
6 27.67 29.53 22.02 27.32 26.23 20.80 21.48 21.51 21.87 25.74 27.91 26.05 
7 21.94 24.90 23.27 25.40 27.65 20.16 19.69 23.48 21.10 24.96 25.91 21.75 
8 30.57 31.20 29.48 28.82 31.53 25.74 25.69 28.47 27.09 29.68 33.08 30.48 
9 31.76 33.26 31.13 31.01 33.56 25.08 23.31 27.66 26.68 29.64 33.58 29.90 
10 38.85 38.05 24.33 23.48 25.91 17.51 21.59 22.96 22.69 27.34 38.32 35.17 
11 32.64 32.15 25.04 28.87 32.34 20.53 24.58 29.69 25.73 33.73 36.79 31.93 
12 32.50 35.11 31.41 30.94 35.48 22.94 19.50 27.48 30.53 32.94 37.50 30.56 
13 41.91 42.73 27.03 22.45 25.64 15.67 19.64 21.45 17.00 26.82 40.45 37.42 
14 28.65 30.44 23.42 24.93 25.50 19.76 19.98 21.11 22.59 24.81 29.81 26.44 
15 25.95 27.50 21.44 25.14 25.87 18.75 20.47 20.71 21.56 24.86 27.38 24.25 
16 27.76 31.79 24.57 26.15 27.16 17.93 16.85 20.94 21.93 24.48 28.03 25.61 
17 27.11 28.97 24.07 26.83 26.58 19.54 18.34 21.85 22.32 25.44 28.85 24.19 
18 30.12 32.24 29.47 29.59 31.24 25.24 25.29 28.18 27.24 32.00 32.53 28.88 
Complete Organizational Culture Inventory Database 
Firm 
Number 
ocn 0CI2 OCI3 0C14 0CI5 OCI6 0CI7 0C18 OCI9 OCI 10 OCI 11 OCI 12 
19 30.47 30.79 21.64 21.96 24.09 15.19 18.70 21.78 23.73 23.86 31.49 27.31 
20 25.45 27.65 20.66 24.02 24.54 18.18 18.91 19.88 20.32 23.63 28.43 24.39 
21 26.12 28.59 23.85 25.02 26.85 19.94 20.57 23.14 21.76 25.27 28.32 25.75 
22 26.74 28.99 21.70 25.26 26.46 18.77 21.22 20.82 21.20 25.09 28.47 25.53 
23 28.50 29.50 16.20 22.60 22.00 16.00 16.60 15.30 14.30 20.50 28.00 25.20 
24 26.61 26.56 21.57 20.33 22.50 16.04 17.33 24.39 24.89 25.33 29.89 25.83 
25 42.57 41.80 25.32 22.01 27.05 17.86 20.61 22.73 23.93 25.75 41.66 39.61 
26 25.90 25.33 19.00 22.35 23.45 18.33 20.60 22.32 22.95 24.21 29.45 24.05 
27 27.68 28.89 23.92 24.61 25.60 20.42 18.68 20.97 20.50 23.95 26.63 22.94 
28 25.14 25.84 22.64 24.47 25.77 19.59 20.54 23.46 22.85 25.16 27.26 23.63 
29 26.46 28.10 23.17 23.72 26.95 17.28 17.54 23.31 24.13 25.00 29.99 26.12 
30 35.23 37.23 26.58 25.34 29.31 19.72 20.81 24.51 21.91 29.89 37.61 32.51 
31 26.64 28.21 20.71 22.67 23.98 16.75 18.34 17.79 19.20 24.63 28.79 24.03 
32 31.45 31.25 31.48 33.40 33.92 22.53 25.60 29.93 30.25 36.89 38.35 32.08 
33 24.62 27.06 27.36 28.47 30.96 24.59 22.59 28.59 25.60 31.67 28.77 24.47 
34 25.81 26.28 21.56 25.16 27.63 17.22 18.68 20.98 21.56 25.66 28.56 24.53 
35 30.17 32.17 15.83 16.67 17.83 11.00 16.67 14.50 13.83 19.33 24.00 25.57 
36 22.33 22.67 20.83 25.83 30.50 19.48 18.50 25.00 22.50 28.83 25.50 20.33 
37 25.37 29.43 21.64 23.79 25.36 19.07 18.71 18.86 18.64 25.29 27.29 23.86 
Complete Organizational Culture Inventory Database 
Firm 
Number 
OCIl 0CI2 0CI3 0CI4 0CI5 0CI6 0CI7 0CI8 0C19 OCI10 OCI 11 OCI 12 
38 24.30 26.79 23.94 26.73 27.88 20.86 19.85 23.70 22.93 26.86 27.22 22.56 
39 26.34 28.80 20.72 23.44 24.41 18.08 17.95 19.10 18.79 22.60 27.15 24.11 
40 25.88 30.20 23.72 24.39 25.66 19.43 18.17 21.26 19.76 23.91 28.38 25.19 
41 29.18 31.03 20.53 23.46 22.91 16.02 15.38 19.06 22.09 23.24 30.17 27.09 
42 35.19 35.52 27.85 26.41 29.24 19.80 22.79 26.44 25.13 32.00 39.28 33.87 
43 26.20 29.24 20.91 24.65 23.75 19.55 17.79 19.85 15.81 20.96 25.83 23.75 
44 30.26 31.97 28.13 30.24 31.89 22.69 24.96 27.90 28.04 31.00 33.30 30.42 
45 31.22 32.93 25.83 26.61 28.61 20.30 22.79 21.12 19.22 25.19 29.72 28.48 
46 32.46 34.58 30.92 30.54 31.92 25.85 26.04 28.12 29.00 30.81 35.31 30.87 
47 26.10 26.57 23.50 25.97 27.07 19.46 20.48 24.99 25.66 27.30 29.09 24.10 
48 30.00 31.33 32.56 30.33 30.95 27.22 24.78 29.67 25.11 27.44 31.89 29.78 
49 39.44 41.30 31.93 30.44 32.30 21.89 19.04 25.04 20.04 33.96 39.85 34.37 
50 24.40 26.25 21.63 26.08 26.96 21.48 22.20 21.95 21.44 25.26 25.36 23.27 
51 29.05 28.16 19.02 19.64 22.01 14.10 17.83 19.38 19.42 22.45 31.38 26.29 
52 25.76 30.04 23.12 26.71 27.14 19.45 17.17 19.55 18.17 25.18 27.19 23.52 
53 26.07 28.24 21.11 25.07 25.34 19.46 20.33 20.13 20.45 23.60 26.30 23.56 
54 26.97 29.80 22.77 25.51 27.00 18.76 19.09 21.42 20.89 25.58 28.07 24.63 
55 31.60 34.30 22.00 27.10 28.80 18.40 14.70 17.80 15.20 24.90 30.20 24.90 
56 36.69 37.89 26.09 25.29 28.11 17.34 21.03 23.94 22.29 29.31 40.74 35.31 
Complete Organizational Culture Inventory Database 
Firm 
Number 
OCIl 0C12 0CI3 0CI4 0CI5 0CI6 0C17 0CI8 0CI9 OCI10 OCI 11 OCI 12 
57 31.88 32.56 27.72 28.95 30.76 22.61 23.52 27.21 25.06 30.21 34.03 29.98 
58 28.29 28.13 27.48 28.74 30.52 23.58 24.26 28.77 23.94 27.39 33.00 28.35 
59 22.24 25.68 20.85 25.26 25.21 19.29 19.24 19.59 18.44 22.38 23.91 22.62 
60 22.03 24.13 20.73 23.37 24.33 21.35 22.36 22.35 21.70 22.87 23.77 23.27 
61 27.14 28.44 20.55 22.78 24.03 18.01 19.93 19.27 20.14 22.49 28.19 26.09 
62 26.65 26.25 22.23 23.08 23.93 17.75 19.74 23.72 23.56 25.49 29.59 24.42 
63 27.67 29.92 21.14 22.75 22.87 18.38 18.54 19.78 17.99 22.40 27.67 25.15 
64 27.41 29.84 21.24 25.61 25.84 18.53 19.31 18.25 18.06 24.69 27.02 23.90 
65 23.01 25.23 21.37 25.18 26.75 20.75 21.45 22.04 21.20 24.20 24.30 22.35 
66 30.12 33.48 20.65 23.45 23.30 18.27 16.32 17.82 14.96 21.97 27.22 25.57 
67 33.49 34.68 27.28 28.32 30.05 22.58 23.98 25.75 24.93 28.89 35.30 31.83 
68 29.98 30.61 22.02 22.82 23.40 16.56 17.00 19.52 19.54 23.69 30.49 25.41 
69 24.07 25.58 20.76 24.38 25.03 18.94 19.42 20.08 19.37 21.39 25.09 23.04 
70 22.74 25.50 22.32 25.97 26.13 23.15 19.25 23.25 19.79 23.02 24.44 20.72 
71 25.82 29.15 23.17 25.87 27.44 19.52 18.94 22.16 19.74 24.33 26.70 22.85 
72 32.83 32.42 24.58 29.58 29.50 21.42 23.42 25.83 20.67 24.75 34.58 29.58 
73 23.95 27.36 22.97 27.77 28.45 23.26 17.93 22.23 17.39 22.64 23.88 20.77 
74 26.45 29.83 20.63 26.11 25.89 19.78 18.15 18.60 18.00 23.47 25.83 23.90 
75 31.77 33.94 29.52 29.99 31.97 22.07 22.71 25.70 26.51 31.34 34.92 29.90 
Complete Organizational Culture Inventory Database 
Firm 
Number 
OCIl OCI2 OCI3 OCI4 OCI5 0CI6 0C17 0CI8 OCI9 OCI10 OCI 11 OCI 12 
76 23.57 27.57 22.36 26.86 27.90 19.75 19.90 20.37 20.00 26.52 27.78 22.51 
77 34.55 36.62 29.07 31.76 30.69 22.97 23.72 22.28 19.97 30.03 34.45 31.03 
78 30.58 32.52 28.24 29.26 31.82 22.82 24.75 24.71 24.43 27.82 32.42 30.30 
79 35.82 35.64 30.45 26.91 30.73 20.82 20.91 27.18 25.82 30.64 38.45 32.27 
80 23.32 22.59 17.94 23.05 23.45 15.91 20.77 26.00 29.64 32.45 32.14 25.14 
81 25.90 27.36 26.40 27.84 28.90 23.00 21.20 23.27 23.30 28.45 28.00 22.43 
82 21.60 20.90 21.50 24.70 25.50 19.20 20.50 20.70 20.40 19.20 25.10 19.50 
83 28.01 28.65 28.70 30.05 31.79 25.96 25.63 29.57 26.89 30.20 31.99 28.57 
84 31.33 33.00 25.50 29.33 33.00 25.17 23.83 31.33 24.00 34.83 33.67 30.50 
85 30.54 32.23 29.46 32.08 31.69 31.62 29.23 26.92 29.00 29.00 29.77 27.92 
86 32.35 31.00 17.77 20.08 24.54 13.15 17.38 19.87 19.92 22.23 32.62 27.23 
87 31.56 34.60 30.75 31.48 34.70 25.44 24.25 26.74 24.44 28.44 33.03 30.48 
88 39.00 39.64 24.75 22.00 24.68 16.86 19.64 21.25 20.07 24.39 38.43 36.07 
89 29.23 31.54 20.12 23.14 25.35 16.99 15.42 17.99 16.32 21.76 29.49 25.54 
90 24.12 27.59 22.80 25.59 25.64 19.15 18.33 20.78 19.83 24.83 28.71 23.42 
91 25.82 29.19 23.10 26.20 26.87 18.84 18.28 20.58 19.39 24.52 26.73 23.61 
92 28.67 30.22 23.56 23.89 26.67 16.44 15.89 22.11 19.84 25.33 29.44 24.56 
93 23.02 25.77 21.37 24.12 25.05 20.50 21.36 22.72 22.65 22.33 25.03 24.49 
94 23.66 25.14 22.16 25.44 26.70 19.06 20.07 21.40 20.38 23.50 26.08 23.33 
Complete Organizational Culture Inventory Database 
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Number 
OCIl 0CI2 0CI3 0CI4 0CI5 0CI6 0CI7 OC18 0C19 OCl 10 OCIll OCI 12 
95 30.08 31.14 21.31 20.93 21.85 17.00 18.15 17.47 19.08 21.88 29.15 27.43 
96 24.44 29.57 26.70 27.78 26.88 22.02 18.89 23.18 22.58 25.08 27.00 23.43 
97 27.37 25.69 18.14 19.11 22.78 14.05 19.16 18.77 19.53 22.68 28.72 26.21 
98 29.90 30.56 21.41 23.89 25.04 17.85 18.11 21.70 23.04 24.26 29.26 26.22 
99 28.26 31.52 21.98 24.79 24.68 18.39 19.11 19.08 18.55 24.12 28.44 26.14 
100 32.57 35.20 31.87 32.37 34.10 28.38 25.53 27.96 27.01 29.62 32.48 31.24 
101 34.95 36.13 27.64 27.23 28.78 20.54 21.38 24.49 25.97 29.13 37.10 33.03 
102 34.70 36.89 25.54 26.17 28.98 20.89 21.08 22.30 18.87 26.75 34.92 32.41 
103 28.29 30.69 22.62 23.86 25.60 18.78 20.26 19.57 17.92 20.74 25.74 25.40 
104 38.80 38.60 27.40 20.80 24.20 16.20 19.40 24.00 26.60 32.00 41.40 35.00 
105 33.53 33.40 25.72 25.96 29.09 20.56 22.74 26.65 26.17 30.98 38.38 33.49 
106 30.86 32.71 25.29 25.29 27.71 18.14 17.57 23.71 23.71 25.29 31.57 24.57 
107 25.79 29.43 21.71 26.64 26.57 18.43 18.71 20.57 19.50 28.93 27.71 24.71 
108 25.09 25.18 21.55 24.85 24.22 20.18 20.82 23.82 20.97 23.55 22.96 24.09 
109 38.31 39.12 28.26 26.69 28.58 22.08 21.08 22.44 21.92 29.69 38.72 34.12 
110 25.90 26.57 20.98 23.18 24.42 18.77 19.44 22.04 21.59 24.09 28.37 23.81 
111 34.99 35.00 18.48 19.39 20.30 12.94 12.87 14.20 14.39 19.65 33.78 28.78 
112 22.67 21.44 20.11 22.11 25.56 20.00 22.00 23.56 19.33 22.33 25.89 24.22 
113 29.24 30.13 20.94 23.78 25.46 16.71 18.39 20.94 23.04 24.90 30.40 24.72 
Complete Organizational Culture Inventory Database 
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Number 
OCIl 0CI2 0CI3 0C14 0CI5 0C16 0CI7 0CI8 0CI9 OCI10 OCI 11 OCI 12 
114 25.11 27.15 20.95 21.86 24.85 15.56 16.95 18.77 17.16 23.90 25.73 22.13 
115 25.40 26.72 22.93 26.10 26.81 18.47 20.37 22.87 21.95 25.98 28.82 23.93 
116 21.92 23.71 20.32 25.33 27.05 20.15 19.68 22.07 19.32 24.35 24.28 21.75 
117 30.18 28.73 19.73 20.64 23.64 13.45 18.18 22.18 19.48 24.64 30.18 28.45 
118 40.09 41.63 27.84 28.03 32.08 20.19 23.63 23.69 23.02 31.08 37.69 36.61 
119 25.03 27.09 22.63 26.18 27.13 20.77 19.63 22.09 19.32 23.67 26.40 23.24 
120 26.21 29.16 21.72 25.04 26.57 17.85 18.90 20.77 20.05 24.80 28.37 24.85 
121 27.67 29.33 19.83 24.00 24.95 15.57 19.07 16.59 17.57 27.96 30.48 26.10 
122 26.14 29.23 22.17 24.21 24.57 17.41 18.77 19.90 20.18 24.65 29.17 25.51 
123 24.79 28.96 24.16 26.34 26.54 19.79 19.62 21.69 22.03 23.28 26.60 23.38 
124 25.28 27.35 23.53 26.35 26.82 21.48 19.59 22.78 23.79 25.80 26.33 24.05 
125 21.58 23.54 19.36 24.84 25.80 20.15 19.82 20.97 18.40 22.60 24.03 20.73 
126 27.20 30.91 22.99 26.40 26.77 19.86 17.37 20.37 19.43 24.56 28.91 24.74 
127 23.92 28.26 22.85 26.94 27.42 20.39 21.45 21.22 21.26 24.77 25.43 24.72 
128 28.64 28.00 22.93 23.07 23.50 18.79 17.21 21.14 21.29 22.71 28.14 24.93 
129 27.00 29.50 18.50 20.69 20.20 18.20 16.56 16.07 12.90 23.30 28.10 23.80 
130 25.72 28.22 21.78 25.11 26.53 18.76 18.67 21.49 19.89 23.52 27.67 24.19 
131 27.98 29.62 21.18 23.53 25.20 17.65 18.95 19.77 19.81 22.77 28.64 25.51 
132 26.85 30.06 24.03 26.21 26.88 18.45 18.00 19.40 18.65 24.10 27.09 23.85 
Complete Organizational Culture Inventory Database 
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Number 
OCIl 0CI2 0CI3 0CI4 0CI5 0CI6 0CI7 OCI8 OCI9 OCI 10 OCI 11 OCI 12 
133 26.29 30.56 21.56 23.53 23.63 16.82 18.46 20.02 18.37 23.31 26.96 24.98 
134 29.92 30.61 30.01 32.01 32.63 27.09 25.76 29.46 26.32 30.35 32.42 29.34 
135 23.62 26.36 23.16 27.22 27.77 21.68 20.05 23.10 20.46 24.83 26.04 22.15 
136 21.45 27.12 23.45 26.82 28.82 20.69 18.49 20.45 17.33 23.18 25.45 20.76 
137 18.56 23.03 24.83 29.88 32.25 24.38 18.67 24.11 22.02 26.34 22.90 17.78 
138 23.52 25.06 23.38 25.89 26.73 19.53 21.56 24.22 23.75 26.90 26.00 22.87 
139 24.93 27.42 22.85 25.31 27.32 18.80 19.21 21.35 20.42 24.78 26.63 22.79 
140 22.70 22.74 21.83 25.13 27.58 19.11 21.04 23.09 21.74 26.35 27.35 21.50 
141 34.46 38.28 31.74 30.64 34.47 25.07 27.69 30.19 29.78 33.07 37.27 34.44 
142 24.00 26.82 20.16 23.82 24.53 17.65 17.65 21.12 24.18 25.94 29.06 24.71 
143 30.34 32.38 26.81 29.65 32.07 24.61 27.02 28.21 26.60 32.05 32.33 30.81 
144 23.70 27.34 23.17 26.49 27.52 20.82 18.71 20.31 19.30 23.52 24.83 21.61 
145 29.79 31.67 21.26 24.11 24.95 17.44 18.70 19.78 16.74 26.39 30.53 26.06 
146 25.67 29.77 21.61 25.47 25.76 17.91 16.59 18.49 17.85 23.42 26.33 21.96 
147 27.26 28.75 21.58 23.88 25.09 18.01 17.72 19.22 18.70 23.19 27.70 23.49 
148 28.92 29.80 23.27 25.62 25.96 19.15 20.81 22.62 22.51 25.60 30.08 26.83 
149 33.55 35.56 28.82 28.50 31.15 23.49 24.46 26.64 26.03 28.21 35.58 32.51 
150 30.45 30.65 29.59 32.48 34.15 25.21 25.60 28.38 27.50 34.45 32.83 28.84 
151 35.96 39.09 27.67 28.28 31.27 20.56 20.04 23.02 19.11 27.90 36.69 33.13 
Complete Organizational Culture Inventory Database 
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OCIl 0CI2 0CI3 0CI4 OCI5 0CI6 0CI7 0CI8 0CI9 OCI 10 OCI 11 OCI 12 
152 40.31 41.31 28.94 27.25 29.81 19.75 21.00 24.06 20.63 27.38 39.06 35.00 
153 31.50 35.03 24.08 25.58 27.02 17.29 18.19 18.23 22.02 24.34 30.96 29.34 
154 29.95 33.77 22.29 22.68 22.81 17.71 19.86 18.95 19.92 21.23 29.48 29.05 
155 26.56 27.79 20.64 26.61 28.79 18.32 21.01 20.31 19.28 23.96 26.00 23.72 
156 26.66 30.71 22.32 25.06 27.58 18.89 17.33 19.40 18.12 23.10 26.67 23.37 
157 28.68 30.37 23.93 24.68 24.50 17.26 17.43 21.40 23.16 24.83 30.48 25.43 
158 27.79 29.22 20.40 22.06 23.24 15.70 16.43 18.45 16.44 22.19 29.00 24.63 
159 27.01 30.37 20.72 24.20 25.93 16.38 18.94 18.73 17.13 28.04 28.94 24.68 
160 28.38 30.71 23.11 25.41 26.40 18.40 19.66 21.90 22.74 26.59 29.28 27.34 
161 31.36 33.30 21.33 24.90 26.34 15.78 17.42 17.84 17.65 23.89 30.04 26.78 
162 31.93 32.53 31.40 31.93 28.47 31.93 29.53 31.27 31.40 28.67 31.27 28.87 
163 28.07 30.44 22.45 24.97 27.09 18.51 20.49 20.96 19.74 24.09 28.82 26.09 
164 22.71 26.55 22.19 26.18 27.26 19.47 19.36 22.15 23.05 24.64 25.56 22.73 
165 29.49 31.71 21.02 23.92 25.37 16.96 20.29 18.14 18.28 22.60 27.62 26.64 
166 27.79 26.93 22.50 22.39 28.57 19.79 22.36 26.11 25.07 26.64 31.07 25.68 
167 31.42 32.50 27.95 29.23 32.81 22.58 24.39 23.82 25.00 28.95 32.82 30.26 
168 27.39 30.60 22.02 26.12 25.67 18.24 18.63 19.19 18.12 24.21 27.53 24.52 
169 33.00 36.20 26.80 29.60 31.20 27.20 21.00 24.40 25.60 31.80 35.00 31.60 
170 29.22 30.19 23.18 23.85 24.35 17.95 17.71 20.57 19.50 23.96 29.61 24.90 
Complete Organizational Culture Inventory Database 
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OCIl 0CI2 0CI3 0CI4 0CI5 0CI6 0CI7 0CI8 0CI9 OCI10 OCI 11 OCI 12 
171 33.57 36.14 30.06 28.89 31.82 25.11 21.61 25.77 23.73 28.40 35.17 29.95 
172 33.64 36.44 28.52 29.82 30.03 22.80 23.58 24.70 22.64 29.90 34.21 32.08 
173 28.23 30.23 23.04 24.71 25.73 18.66 18.85 23.29 21.04 25.15 29.95 24.98 
174 27.50 29.79 21.03 25.07 26.32 18.33 17.81 19.56 16.34 23.25 27.21 23.40 
175 34.00 35.50 24.50 26.50 26.83 18.83 18.67 19.17 18.83 23.83 30.50 28.17 
176 25.23 25.86 22.11 25.82 27.09 18.98 20.28 22.95 19.66 24.32 27.82 22.57 
177 29.92 31.00 20.71 26.00 28.14 18.43 18.00 19.86 16.14 22.86 28.43 25.43 
178 23.96 27.75 25.56 27.92 30.25 22.81 18.64 24.64 22.72 26.69 25.50 22.19 
179 36.66 37.29 27.26 25.66 28.31 19.91 22.09 24.31 23.89 29.74 38.63 34.06 
180 26.98 29.77 22.21 25.59 25.70 19.43 19.23 20.92 20.00 25.20 27.74 23.96 
181 24.01 26.59 20.35 26.46 27.46 18.36 20.80 21.18 19.93 24.99 25.39 23.33 
182 26.62 30.05 21.85 24.52 28.00 16.68 16.93 19.10 17.17 30.43 30.05 22.57 
183 28.34 32.98 21.70 25.09 25.73 17.40 18.66 18.27 15.38 23.84 28.07 24.30 
184 38.86 39.14 26.42 26.14 28.82 20.26 21.95 22.18 21.04 26.91 37.27 32.69 
185 39.39 39.91 22.96 23.61 28.17 18.22 20.52 21.87 19.65 28.83 38.35 34.39 
186 28.00 27.50 20.20 22.60 26.80 15.00 18.90 18.40 18.60 24.40 30.40 27.90 
187 26.46 28.26 20.66 26.14 24.46 21.11 22.43 22.26 19.18 25.75 26.51 24.75 
188 23.19 27.02 23.83 29.17 29.66 21.50 21.39 23.42 22.49 27.68 26.16 22.67 
189 25.82 29.98 21.91 27.82 29.14 18.84 17.21 20.95 16.69 26.51 27.51 21.28 
Complete Organizational Culture Inventory Database 
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Number 
OCll 0CI2 0CI3 0CI4 OCI5 0CI6 OCI7 OCI8 OCI9 OCI 10 OCI 11 OCI 12 
190 31.09 30.82 23.55 26.89 26.84 18.53 20.77 23.68 24.63 25.46 30.78 27.09 
191 25.49 27.07 22.27 25.46 27.24 18.48 22.53 21.09 20.72 24.97 26.34 23.52 
192 24.07 27.21 22.61 25.59 26.62 20.13 20.11 21.49 20.90 24.48 25.68 22.68 
193 22.85 22.43 21.27 23.78 26.70 19.30 20.43 26.07 25.46 29.11 28.85 22.01 
194 37.06 35.75 23.63 22.69 27.69 18.50 21.38 23.44 23.75 28.25 38.13 34.19 
195 31.34 33.45 26.17 29.17 30.34 22.01 22.28 25.23 24.81 28.81 34.25 31.51 
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APPENDIX C. FINANICIAL MEASURES FOR 33 MATCHED FIRMS 
Market Value Added ratinRS 
Company Year 
took OCI 
1998 1997 1996 1995 1994 1993 1992 1991 1990 1989 
1 93 1,910 -1,894 -1,458 -1,218 73 -883 2,923 3,243 2,144 1,957 
2 97 254 850 379 139 -385 -441 -237 -426 -655 -453 
3 98 
-93 
• • • • • • • • • 
4 92 5,464 7,520 4,706 2,684 3,027 2,018 -1,219 -2,704 -2,636 -1,329 
5 98 28,425 18,654 13,300 1,530 -3,045 -1,257 -1,186 -4,703 -3,367 
• 
6 98 22,635 17,302 9,456 6,603 5,795 6,024 5,334 4,385 2,808 2,410 
7 96 922 600 564 311 169 249 154 25 23 41 
8 94 54,918 31,758 12,811 7,054 5,958 2,953 1,300 -284 2,616 1,707 
9 96 -199 1,139 942 1,768 1,267 1,216 
• • • • 
10 96 17,696 15,070 15,314 19,437 13,596 9,810 12,101 12,035 6,620 4,425 
11 98 49 3,566 2,532 849 251 353 4 5 106 239 
12 96 38,509 3,074 -11,860 -12,537 -13,474 -2,381 -11,596 -18,921 -20,258 -11,320 
13 98 38,854 27,902 22,725 22,642 8,055 13,436 13,289 12,921 4,961 9,272 
14 98 45,464 42,616 32,059 26,039 11,162 7,438 6,259 4,009 -1,309 3,360 
15 98 116,572 49,101 22,944 -5,022 -8,864 -16,605 -23,722 -5,229 6,366 1,411 
Market Value Added ratings 
Company Year 
took OCI 
1998 1997 1996 1995 1994 1993 1992 1991 1990 1989 
16 98 92,568 71,433 51,119 42,541 24,699 20,351 25,164 30,459 17,136 14,045 
17 97 6,899 4,262 10,880 7,544 1,667 4,422 -2,036 912 -789 145 
18 98 14,474 8,860 5,841 5,017 3,611 3,438 3,029 3,596 3,240 3,364 
19 97 127,265 39,259 19,903 
• • • • • • 
20 98 4,052 8,313 5,612 5,118 2,999 2,649 1,761 1,559 536 636 
21 97 261 157 348 220 378 322 11 -92 -599 153 
22 98 33,610 22,359 14,066 11,201 5,033 3,590 4,639 4,714 1,838 1,146 
23 96 328,257 143,740 89,957 44,850 29,904 18,807 21,011 17,951 7,420 4,109 
24 98 17,028 14,469 13,337 5,351 -22 822 -912 595 -1,714 359 
25 98 102,379 88,706 55,102 40,000 27,854 26,129 24,003 20,849 19,440 14,768 
26 98 2,091 1,824 922 405 -67 107 -19 
• • • 
27 98 1,802 -681 5,843 1,115 -217 158 59 -487 -168 318 
28 98 1,238 
• • • • • • • • • 
29 95 10,812 3,654 2,149 1,949 1,168 616 690 354 93 111 
30 95 2,781 1,655 1,453 1,208 606 561 406 
• • • 
31 93 23,385 9,365 3,310 5,169 5,450 6,556 1,155 1,372 1,720 2,781 
32 97 55,038 28,098 15,107 8,390 6,060 5,206 5,678 7,257 6,177 5,295 
33 97 281 492 232 178 86 
Economic Value Added ratings 
Company Year took 
OCI 
1998 1997 1996 1995 1994 1993 1992 1991 1990 1989 
1 93 -367 -865 -1,789 -245 -537 -202 307 166 416 392 
2 97 -16 68 -73 -21 -93 -219 -218 -313 -130 -67 
3 98 -257 
• • • • • • • • • 
4 92 711 852 436 422 305 -465 -1,175 -1,147 -706 -196 
5 98 338 438 129 74 -398 -223 -791 -1,542 -993 
• 
6 98 222 51 212 299 143 159 120 -63 55 17 
7 96 -133 31 -13 -5 -1 8 4 -32 -5 -6 
8 94 -291 1,333 492 590 163 127 -96 -54 344 268 
9 96 -11 -69 21 258 -59 -86 
• • • • 
10 96 -141 279 89 384 176 344 281 202 263 199 
11 98 142 177 66 -9 -15 -7 -51 -47 -48 -36 
12 96 2,545 3,094 1,760 1,222 2,063 -440 -3,870 -7,363 -3,490 695 
13 98 1,163 710 448 99 -608 -693 -1,098 -174 -600 -876 
14 98 -593 152 -99 325 -569 -566 -519 -564 -293 143 
15 98 -1,058 -1,562 -2,743 1,791 -2,922 -5,381 -5,436 -4,357 18 -207 
16 98 1,712 1,320 1,328 847 656 521 497 440 378 347 
17 97 401 -681 20 -147 -1,922 -1,011 -497 -166 -856 -612 
Economic Value Added ratings 
Company Year took 
OCl 
1998 1997 1996 1995 1994 1993 1992 1991 1990 1989 
18 98 376 384 321 215 195 136 94 125 114 138 
19 97 1,514 618 -2,592 
• • • • • • 
20 98 190 336 247 264 151 93 83 35 37 35 
21 97 -153 -148 -18 99 -171 -200 -211 -300 -166 -45 
22 98 333 310 248 128 97 46 45 42 35 27 
23 96 3,776 2,781 1,727 1,346 980 812 583 324 244 164 
24 98 -229 -239 -344 -489 -458 -650 -818 -407 -217 -86 
25 98 1,661 587 576 631 77 -1,791 217. 149 -210 9 
26 98 52 -12 12 18 26 6 -23 
• • 
27 98 -452 454 148 118 -7 35 -92 -63 26 -89 
28 98 
• • • • • • • • • • 
29 95 -53 -46 -37 -63 -53 -33 -39 -27 -16 -9 
30 95 106 59 76 50 36 13 3 
• • • 
31 93 645 -186 -16 58 -475 -1,119 -858 -1,117 -560 -327 
32 97 590 164 234 269 179 -3 179 184 213 118 
3 3  9 7  1 - 4  5  - 7  - 3  
Return on Capital ratings 
Company Year took 
OCl 
1998 1997 1996 1995 1994 1993 1992 1991 1990 1989 
1 93 0.19 -8.36 -17.83 9.91 5.57 8.59 22.80 21.87 34.22 37.87 
2 97 11.18 13.96 8.36 10.13 6.81 1.12 1.57 -0.97 8.17 10.95 
3 98 
o
 1 • • • • • • • • • 




-1.06 4.50 10.40 
5 98 14.03 14.82 13.98 14.11 10.51 11.43 6.72 -1.76 -4.71 
• 
6 98 14.93 13.00 12.12 15.37 14.71 14.42 14.77 10.48 14.17 12.26 
7 96 -6.80 14.16 10.44 7.61 9.18 12.37 12.72 -18.31 5.44 3.28 
8 94 10.32 30.55 21.02 26.36 20.74 19.06 11.37 13.34 36.26 37.27 
9 96 7.90 7.74 9.79 15.52 8.46 6.93 
• • • • 
10 96 7.77 12.28 11.03 16.66 15.69 19.56 19.19 20.23 23.85 23.78 
11 98 18.91 24.86 15.75 8.03 7.35 7.53 -8.06 -1.63 -2.91 -0.19 
12 96 13.78 14.37 12.23 12.88 15.34 8.70 1.20 -5.98 3.36 16.13 
13 98 10.70 10.65 10.70 9.67 8.24 7.71 7.31 9.26 8.22 6.87 
14 98 10.60 15.63 15.21 17.43 12.75 10.68 10.87 10.01 12.14 17 26 
15 98 10.07 10.49 7.78 12.05 5.41 0.95 2.46 4.92 11.66 11.88 
16 98 19.51 20.22 21.79 19.83 19.59 18.01 18.75 18.18 18.14 18.03 
17 97 10.74 5.34 10.08 8.46 0.98 4.48 7.21 9.32 7.21 8.77 
Return on Capital ratings 
Company Year look 
OCl 
1998 1997 1996 1995 1994 1993 1992 1991 1990 1989 
18 98 14.88 16.37 17.03 14.42 13.76 12.12 11.42 13.58 13.11 12.62 
19 97 17.49 14.55 -1.42 
• • • • • • • 
20 98 14.92 23.69 21.81 23.68 22.11 19.69 23.15 20.06 20.96 19.39 
21 97 4.76 6.16 8.39 13.89 7.64 5.58 5.55 4.01 7.26 11.88 
22 98 25.55 27.93 27.89 23.24 21.98 17.65 18.88 18.89 18.58 18.80 
23 96 56.16 52.94 47.12 49.98 47.55 46.48 43.18 40.54 44.51 47.71 
24 98 6.76 8.14 9.16 8.17 8.05 5.85 5.14 8.41 10.55 11.54 
25 98 17.55 15.16 14.27 14.43 12.82 2.57 13.60 13.13 11.28 12.13 
26 98 13.74 11.05 12.94 14.48 13.86 10.94 7.77 
• • 




• • • • • • • 
29 95 10.20 10.92 10.71 7.84 7.92 7.56 5.65 5.57 5.47 6.13 
30 95 34.27 27.94 41.93 42.53 41.17 30.24 18.35 
• • • 
31 93 11.25 7.63 8.50 9.12 7.16 4.54 6.35 5.20 7.93 8.70 
32 97 17.13 14.02 15.85 16.04 15.43 12.20 17.30 18.13 20.28 17.64 
33 97 9.79 9.69 12.31 9.46 11.49 11.16 
Cost of Capital ratings 
Company Year look 
OCl 
1998 1997 1996 1995 1994 1993 1992 1991 1990 1989 
1 93 8.12 8.48 12.55 14.51 15.93 13.16 14.41 16.56 17.29 16.75 
2 97 11.73 11.12 11.69 11.10 11.35 11.27 11.90 13.65 14.80 14.69 
3 98 8.75 
• • • • • • • • • 
4 92 9.10 9.48 11.28 10.75 11.02 9.44 10.50 11.05 12.37 12.81 
5 98 12.87 13.16 13.46 13.52 13.93 13.44 14.93 16.21 17.81 
• 
6 98 12.09 12.36 9.39 10.35 12.15 11.36 12.02 12.19 12.41 11.62 
7 96 9.49 9.91 12.73 9.17 9.69 8.85 9.79 10.32 10.59 10.41 
8 94 12.35 15.65 12.87 13.98 16.72 14.18 15.04 15.72 15.51 14.93 
9 96 8.11 9.20 9.32 9.40 9.73 8.87 
• • • • 
10 96 9.24 9.37 10.00 11.01 12.60 12.67 12.74 14.13 14.19 14.86 
n 98 10.38 10.57 9.17 9.23 9.64 8.98 10.38 16.80 17.19 16.24 
12 96 9.51 9.05 9.06 10.54 11.02 9.70 10.69 11.66 12.98 13.66 
13 98 8.08 8.92 9.55 9.42 9.81 9.47 10.10 9.82 10.30 9.94 
14 98 12.84 15.00 15.68 15.51 16.47 14.98 15.27 14.84 15.02 15.32 
15 98 11.66 12.80 11.82 9.34 9.62 8.78 9.93 10.96 11.63 12.22 
16 98 10.86 12.95 13.28 13.82 13.81 13.15 13.78 13.41 13.35 13.03 
17 97 8.33 9.38 9.97 9.36 9.40 8.44 9.10 10.00 10.77 11.50 
Cost of Capital ratings 
Company Year took 
OCI 
1998 1997 1996 1995 1994 1993 1992 1991 1990 1989 
18 98 7.47 8.06 8.67 9.05 8.89 8.61 8.90 10.17 10.12 9.26 
19 97 11.57 11.70 11.53 
• • • • • • • 
20 98 9.44 10.73 11.23 10.02 12.96 13.00 13.60 15.57 15.42 13.54 
21 97 8.40 9.85 8.90 11.09 12.13 10.97 11.37 12.50 13.11 13.41 
22 98 11.76 13.11 12.93 14.53 13.92 13.68 14.37 13.77 13.76 13.97 
23 96 12.64 14.20 11.80 13.09 14.68 12.71 14.28 16.49 16.93 16.77 
24 98 8.11 10.04 12.09 12.90 12.60 12.21 12.91 12.40 12.82 12.47 
25 98 10.75 12.81 11.95 11.66 12.47 11.33 12.37 12.19 12.75 12.05 
26 98 11.07 11.68 12.03 12.82 10.97 10.20 11.27 0.00 
• 
27 98 14.07 13.81 15.30 14.25 17.14 15.10 15.11 14.67 14.67 14.68 
28 98 8.95 
• • • • • • • • • 
29 95 12.41 13.47 13.25 12.95 14.58 13.85 14.35 14.81 15.07 15.93 
30 95 15.30 12.66 12.74 12.92 13.38 12.62 13.67 
• • • 
31 93 7.73 8.60 8.58 8.80 9.27 8.85 9,68 9.70 10.36 10.32 
32 97 10.16 11.97 12.33 11.68 12.33 12.27 13.21 13.24 13.80 13.78 
33 97 9.67 10.26 10.81 11.77 13.09 
• • • • • 
110 
REFERENCES 
Argyris, C., & Schon, D. A. (1978). Organizational Learning. Reading, MA: 
Addison-Wesley. 
Becker, H. S. (1982). Culture: A sociological view. Yale Review. 71. 513-527. 
Beyer, J. M., & Trice, H. M. (1987). How an organization's rites reveal its culture. 
Organizational Dynamics. Spring, 5 - 24. 
Carleton,, J. R. (1997). Cultural due diligence. Training. 34 (11), 67-75. 
Chen, C. C., & Eastman, W. (1997). Toward a civic culture of multicultural 
organizations. The Journal of Applied Behavioral Science. 33 (4), 454-470. 
Collins J. C., & Porras, J. I. (1997). Built to Last: Successful habits of visionary 
companies. New York: HarperCollins. 
Cooke, R .A., & Szumal, J. L (1993). Measuring normative beliefs and shared 
behavioral expectations in organizations: The reliability and validity of the organizational 
culture inventory. Psychological Reports. 72. June, 1299-1330. 
Cummings, T. G., & Feyerherm, A. E. (1995). In W. Rothwell, R. Sullivan, & G. 
McLean (Eds.), Practicing Organizational Development (pp. 203-230). San Francisco: 
Jossey-Bass. 
Deal, T. E., & Kennedy, A. A. (1999). The New Corporate Cultures. Massachusetts: 
Perseus Books. 
Deal, T. E., & Kennedy, A. A. (1982). Corporate Cultures: The rites and rituals of 
corporate life. New York: Addison-Wesley Publishing. 
Denison, D. R. & Neale, W. S. (1998). Denison Organizational Culture Survey. Ann 
Arbor, MI: Aviat. 
I l l  
Denison, D. R. (1997). Corporate Culture and Organizational Effectiveness. Ann 
Arbor, MI; Aviat. 
Denison, D. R. (1996). What is the difference between organizational culture and 
organizational climate? A native's point of view on a decade of paradigm wars. Academy of 
Management Review. 21(3). 619-654. 
Denison, D. R. (1984). Bringing Corporate Culture to the Bottom Line. 
Organizational Dynamics. 13(5). 5-22. 
Ehrbar, A. (1998). EVA: The real key to creating wealth. New York: John Wiley & 
Sons. 
Frost, P., Moore, L., Lois, M., Lundberg, C., & Martin, J. (Eds.). (1991). Reframing 
Organizational Culture. Newbury Park, CA: Sage Publications. 
Fonbum, M. (1986). Connecting culture to organizational change. Human Resource 
Management. March, 204-211. 
Fullan, A. (1994). Change Forces: Probing the depths of educational reform. Bristol, 
PA.: Falmer Press. 
Galpin, T. (1996). Connecting culture change to organizational change. HRMagazine. 
4i(3), 84-90. 
Gaucher, E.J., & Coffey, R.J. (1993). Total Quality in Healthcare: From theory to 
practice. San Francisco; Jossey Bass. 
Geertz, C. (1973). Interpretation of Cultures. New York: Basic Books. 
Goffee, R. & Jones, G. (1996). What holds the modem company together? Harvard 
Business Review. 74(6). (Nov-Dec), p. 133-148. 
112 
Gregory, K. L. (1983). Native-view paradigms: Multiple cultures and culture conflicts 
in organizations. Administrative Science Quarterly. 28. 359-376. 
Hall, E., & Hall, M. (1990). Understanding cultural differences. Yamouth, ME: 
Intercultural Press. 
Hawk, E. J. (1995). Culture and rewards: A balancing act. Personnel Journal. 74 (4). 
30-37. 
Hinkle, D. E., Wiersma, W., & Jurs, S. G. (1994). Applied Statistics for the 
Behavioral Sciences. Boston.: Houghton Mifflin Company 
Human Synergistics. (1998). Organizational Culture Inventory: Interpretation and 
Development Guide. Plymouth, MI: Source Publishing. 
Jones, J., Moore, H., & Snyder, E. (1988). Organizational Culture and Counter 
Culture. Organizational Dynamics. Autumn, 86-92. 
Juechter, W., Fisher, C., & Alford, R. J. (1998). Five conditions for high-performance 
cultures. Training & Development. 52 (5), 63-67. 
Kotter, J. P (1996). Leading Change. Boston: Harvard Business School Press. 
Kotter, J.P. & Heskett, J.L. (1992). Corporate Culture and Performance. New York; 
The Free Press. 
Mahler, J. (1997). Influences of organizational culture on learning in public agencies. 
Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory, 7 (4), 519-540. 
Martin, J., & Tobias, R. (1996, September 9). Eli Lilly is making shareholders rich. 
Fortune. 134. 173-178. 
Milward, A., & Johns, E. F. (1997). Shaping High Performance Cultures. The 
Leading Edge: Maximising performance through applied behavioural science. 1(1). 8-13. 
1 1 3  
Mintz, S. W. (1982). Culture: An anthropological view. Yale Review. 71.499-512. 
Nadler, P. S. (1994). Cultivating Corporate Culture. Commercial Lending Review. 
(Spring), 5-11. 
Ouchi, W. G., & Wilkins, L. (1985). Organizational Culture. Annual Review of 
Sociologv. 11. 457-483. 
Pederson, J. S. & Sorensen, J. S. ( 1989). Organisational Cultures in Theory and 
Practice. AJdershot, England: Gower Publishing. 
Peters, T. J., & Waterman, R. H. (1982). In Search of Excellence. New York; Harper 
and Row. 
Roberts, D. R., & Rollins, T. (1996).Targeted culture modeling: A new approach to 
culture assessment and change. Employment Relations Today, 23(2). 7-13. 
Schien, E.H. (1992). Organizational Culture and Leadership (2nd ed.). San Francisco: 
Jossey-Bass. 
Schneider, B., Brief, A. P., & Guzzo, R.A. (1996). Creating a climate and culture for 
sustainable organizational change. Organizational Dynamics. 24(4). 6-19. 
Sentell, G. P. (1998). Creating Change-Capable Cultures. Tennessee: Pressmark 
International. 
Sherriton, J., & Stem, J. L. (1997). Corporate Culture. Team Culture: Removing 
hidden barriers to team success. New York: AMACOM. 
Smircich, L. (1983). Concepts of culture and organizational analysis. Administrative 
Science Quarterly. 28. 339 - 358. 
Smith, D. (1998). Invigorating Change Initiatives. Management Review. May, 45-48. 
114 
Stem Stewart Management Systems. (1997). The Stem Stewart Performance 1000: 
Introduction and Documentation. New York: Author. 
Stevens, K. A. (1993). Going through change and coming out whole: How individuals 
leam to hand organizational change. UMI Dissertation Services. 9738711. 
Stewart, T. A. (1994, February 7). Rate your readiness to change. Fortune. 129. 106 -
111. 
Tichy, N. M. (1997). The Leadership Engine: How winning companies build leaders 
at every level. New York: Harper Business. 
Trahant, B., & Burke, A. W. (1996). Traveling Through Transition. Training & 
Development. February, 12-16. 
Tully, S. (1998, November 11). Fortune Wealth Creators. Fortune. 138, 8-25 
Tushman, M. L., «fe O'Reilly, C.A. (1996). Ambidextrous organizations: managing 
evolutionary and revolutionary change. California Management Review. 38(4). 8-23. 
Van Maanen, J., & Schein, E. H. (1979). Toward a theory of organizational 
socialization. In B.M. Staw (Ed.), Research in Organizational Behavior, (p. 209-264). 
Greenwich, CT: JAI Press. 
